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CNE

HïOBLEMS AND PROCEDURE; "VISIONS"

Fundam ental t o  t h i s  e ssay  i s  th e  n o tio n , f o r  which I  w i l l  

a rg u e , t h a t  th e  mind carders a l l  p e rc e p tu a l ex p e rie n ce ; t h a t  ou r p ercep ­

t u a l  ex p e rien ces  a re  s tru c tu re d  by c a te g o r iz a t io n  and c o n c e p tu a l iz a t io n , 

A co n cep tu a l schema i s ,  ro u g h ly , th o se  c o g n itiv e  elem ents o f  t h i s  

o rd e rin g  which th e  mind b r in g s  t o  ex p e r ie n c e . The fo llo w in g  e ssa y  i s  

an a n a ly s is  o f  a  s e t  o f  i n t e r r e l a t e d  co n cep tu a l problem s i n  m etaphysics 

which in v o lv e  th e  fu n c tio n  o f c m c e p tu a l  schemas in  p e rc e p tio n  and 

which a re  r a i s e d  by o s te n s iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  in  

m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s . T h is  e ssa y  w i l l  be concerned w ith  th e  m y s tic a l 

ex p e rien ces—more e s p e c ia l ly  th e  v is io n s — o f th e  w estern  t h e i s t i c  r e l i ­

g io u s  t r a d i t i m s ,  b u t I  w iU  c o n c e n tra te  my a n a ly s is  o f th e  lo g ic  o f  

th e se  ex p e rie n c e s  on th e  Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n .  In  ana­

ly z in g  th e s e  e x p e rie n c e s , I  w i l l  be im p o rta n tly  c m c e m e d  w ith  th e  

e f f e c t  which th e  d if f e re n c e  in  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas h as  m  th e  

ex p e rien ces  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  p o sse s s in g  d i f f e r e n t  c m c e p tu a l schem as.

A f te r  having a  v i s i m  o f God o r  an a n g e l, a  m y stic  m ight 

say , " I  have j u s t  seen  (o r  touched) God (o r  an a n g e l) ,"  One immediate 

and s e r io u s  problem  r a i s e d  by such p e rc e p tu a l  c la im s i s  t h a t ,  c e t e r i s  

p a r ib u s—e ,g .  th e  speaker i s  n o t p u rp o se ly  speak ing  o b tu se ly  o r



a tte m p tin g  a  q u eer joke— such u t te ra n c e s  a re  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd 

w ith in  th e  language game o f o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .

The p ro p o s i t io n ,  "A New Yorker j u s t  saw S o c ra te s  d y in g ,"  i s  

f o r  in s ta n c e  a ls o  odd, though n o t ,  l i k e  th e  m y s t ic 's  c la im  to  have 

seen God, l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd. However, our qualms a re  c o n s id e ra b ly  

m o ll i f ie d  in  ca se s  o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  s o r t  when, f o r  exam ple, we know th a t  

the  s u b je c t  has r e c e n t ly  been v iew ing  D av id 's  p a in t in g  The D eath o f 

S o c ra te s  a t  th e  M etro p o litan  Museum, o r has j u s t  awakened from a  dream 

abou t S o c r a te s 's  d e a th . Of co u rse , we a re  a p t  to  r e p ly  in  such 

in s ta n c e s ,  "Oh, he d i d n 't  r e a l l y  see S o c ra te s  d y in g . He j u s t  saw a  

p a in t in g  o f  ( o r  dreauaed ab o u t) h i s  d e a th ,"

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  though v is io n s ,  a s  w i l l  be shown in  C hapter Three 

of t h i s  e s sa y , a re  in  many ways s im i la r  sm e tim e s  t o  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

p a in t in g s  and sometimes t o  dream s, non-m ystic  members o f  th e  Judeo- 

C h r is t ia n  and Moslem r e l ig io u s  com munities may w e ll th in k  th a t  th e  

m y s tic 's  speech  i s  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t even a f t e r  he p a t i e n t ly  

e x p la in s  t h a t ,  ïrtille  he was n e i th e r  dream ing n o r v iew ing p a i n t i n g  n o r 

im ag in ing  th in g s ,  he has had a  v is io n  and he d id  s e e , d id  to u c h , e t c , ,  

God (o r  an  a n g e l) .  M y stica l ex p e rien ces  o s te n s ib ly  in v o lv in g  sense  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and an g e ls  have f r e q u e n t ly  been a  sou rce  o f u n e a s i­

n e ss  in  th e o lo g ia n s ' tre a tm e n ts  o f th e  e;çperience o f  God, And th e  puz­

z l in g  ap p aren t l i n g u i s t i c  dev iance o f  th e  m y s t ic 's  u t te ra n c e s  a r i s e s  

f o r  th e  non -m ystic  th e o lo g ia n  because he knows, o r  a t  l e a s t  b e l ie v e s ,  

t h a t  by "God" (o r  "an an g e l" )  th e  m ystic  means to  r e f e r  t o  th e  same 

in c o rp o re a l  b e in g  ( o r  ty p e  o f  b e in g ) t h a t ,  f o r  exam ple, Thomas Aquinas 

r e f e r s  t o  in  h i s  u se  o f "God” (o r  "an an g e l" )  (o r ,  in  th e  case  o f  th e  

Jew ish  o r  Moslem m y stic , th e  same in c o rp o re a l being  t h a t  Maimonides o r



A l-G h azza li, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  r e f e r s  to  in  h is  use  o f "God" [ o r  "an 

a n g e l" ] ) .

The ap p a ren t l i n g u i s t i c  o d d ity  o f  such m y s tic a l u t te r a n c e s  a s  

" I  have seen (o r  touched) God (o r  an a n g e l)"  i s  due in  la rg e  p a r t  b o th  

t o  th e  r o le  o f  r u l e s ,  a s  a  s p e c i f ic  type  o f  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  p e rc ip ­

i e n t ' s  co n cep tu a l schema, in  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , and to  a  d if f e re n c e  

between th e  co n cep tu a l scheraa(s) in v o lv ed  in  more o rd in a ry  w estern  

t h e i s t i c  r e l ig io u s  language games and th e  co n cep tu a l schem a(s) o f  th e  

p e r c ip ie n t  u s in g  m y s tic a l r e l ig io u s  language games who c la im s t o  have 

had m y s tic a l e x p e rien c e s  in  which he had sen so ry  ex p erien ces  o f  God and 

a n g e ls .

A f te r  an i n i t i a l  a n a ly s is  (C hapter Two) o f  th e  ap p aren t l i n ­

g u i s t i c  dev iance o f  c la im s to  have senso ry  ex p e rien ces  o f God and 

an g e ls  in  l i g h t  o f  th e  orthodox w estern  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  on th e  

sen se  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f th e se  in c o rp o re a l b e in g s , th e  g e n e ra l s t r a te g y  

o f  th e  e s sa y  w i l l  be tw o fo ld . F i r s t ,  a  p re lim in a ry  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  

r o le  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas in  p e rc e p tio n , in c lu d in g  th e  r o le  o f r u le s  

a s  one elem ent of th e  m in d 's  o rd e rin g  o f  ex p e rien ce , w i l l  be su g g ested  

t o  h e lp  c l a r i f y  th e  lo g ic  o f  o s te n s iv e  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and 

a n g e ls .  S econdly , b e s id e s  c e n t r a l ly  a tte m p tin g  to  re n d e r  o s te n s iv e  

sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and an g e ls  i n t e l l i g i b l e  in  them selves v i s - a - v i s  

o rd in a ry , n o n -m y stica l w estern  r e l ig io u s  la n g u a ^ ,  th a t  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  

r o le  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas w i l l  be r e f in e d ,  b u t on ly  r e f in e d ,  t o  th e  

e x te n t n e c e ssa ry  to  h e lp  c l a r i f y  a  c lu s te r  o f  i n t e r r e l a t e d  is s u e s  

which n a tu r a l ly  a r i s e  concern ing  th e  lo g ic  o f  th e se  p u ta t iv e  sen se  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls , (Thus, f o r  example, th e  contem porary 

d eb a te  over w hether th e  n o tio n  o f a  d if fe re n c e  o f co n cep tu a l schemas



I s  I n t e l l i g i b l e  w i l l ,  in s te a d  o f  b e in g  co n fro n ted  d i r e c t l y ,  be 

approached by su g g e s tin g  th a t  m y stic s  and o th e r  r e l ig io u s  f ig u r e s  who 

c la im  to  have sen se  [ o r  p seu d o -sen se ] p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  in  

f a c t  p o ssess  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas from th a t  p o ssessed  by 

sp eak ers  o f o rd in a ry , non-m ystic  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e .)

Im m ediately  p ro b le m a tic  beyond th e  b la ta n t  q u eem ess  i n  th e  

Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  and Moslem r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse s  o f  c la im s to  have 

sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls , i s  th e  q u e s tio n  o f what s t r u c ­

t u r a l  f e a tu r e s  in  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  p e rc e p tio n s  cou ld  en ab le  him to  

have any rea so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  in  such in s ta n c e s  t h a t  i t  i s  God o r an 

an g e l (o r  a  p a r t i c u la r  a n g e l, say  G ab rie l)  which he s e e s ,  to u ch es , 

e t c .  The v e ry  l i n g u i s t i c  dev iance o f  th e  m y s tic 's  p e rc e p tu a l c la im s 

would n a tu r a l ly  le a d  th e  u s e r  o f  th e  non-m ystic Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  o r 

Moslem d is c o u rs e , g ra n tin g  any credence to  th e  m y s tic 's  c la im s , to  

su sp e c t t h a t  p erhaps som ething was seen o r  touched , b u t n o t God fflLm- 

s e l f  o r  an an g e l i t s e l f . In  C hapters Two, T hree, and Four I  w i l l  d i s ­

cuss s e v e ra l  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  problem  o f  c r i t e r i a  o f  r e c o g n itio n  f o r  th e  

personages m y stic s  c la im  to  rec o g n ize  i n  v is io n s .

Furtherm ore, a  r e l a t e d  problem  concern ing  th e  re c o g n it io n  a n d / 

o r  i d e n t i f i c a t io n  o f  b e in g s  in  a  v is io n  can be and i s  r a i s e d  bo th  from 

w ith in  and from  w ith o u t th e  m y s tic s ' own r e l ig io u s  communities* Why do 

th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v is io n s  p e rc e iv e , f o r  th e  most p a r t ,  on ly  be ings 

which a re  accorded  a  d iv in e  o r im p o rtan t r e l ig io u s  s ta tu s  in  th e  p e r­

c i p i e n t 's  own r e l ig io u s  community—b ein g s which a r e ,  s h a l l  we say , 

u n iq u e ly  " r e l ig io n  s p e c i f ic "  t o  th e  r e l ig io n  in  q u es tio n ?  Why do Roman 

C a th o lic s  see th e  V irg in  Mary and S t ,  F ra n c is  in  t h e i r  v is io n s ,  w hile 

S u f is  p e rc e iv e  n e i th e r  y e t  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have v is io n s  o f Moslem s a in t s



which th e  C a th o lic  m y stic s  do n o t  see?  T h is  f a c t ,  t h a t  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f 

v is io n s  so f re q u e n t ly  see b e in g s  which acco rd  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta tio n s , 

prim a f a c ie  in  some m easure v i t i a t e s  th e  p e rc ip ie n ts *  r e s p e c t iv e  

c la im s to  have a c tu a l ly  p e rc e iv e d  th e  V irg in  Mary o r  God o r a  S u fi 

s a i n t .  I f  C h r is t  r e a l l y  does ap p ear to  C h r is t ia n s  who have v is io n s ,  

why does t h i s ,  by im p lic a tio n  e x i s t e n t  and d iv in e ,  b e in g  n o t ap p ear to  

Jew ish  or Moslem m y stics?  In  C hap ters T hree, F our, and S ix  I  w i l l  d i s ­

cuss th e  s t r u c tu r a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  which h e lp  e x p la in  

why m y stic s  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  which th e y  had 

a  p r io r  e x p e c ta tio n  o f  p e rc e iv in g .

F in a l ly ,  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  lo g ic  of p e rc e p tio n  which w i l l  be 

o f fe re d  to  so lv e  th e  fo re g o in g  problem s w i l l  a ls o  i l lu m in a te  (C hapter 

S ix ) s e v e ra l  a s p e c ts  o f  a n o th e r  p ro b le m a tic  is s u e  a r i s in g  from p u r­

p o r te d  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls i  th e  m ystics*  o f te n  s ta te d  

claim  th a t  some o r a l l  o f  th e  p e rc e iv e d  f e a tu r e s  o f  some v is io n s  a re  

in e f f a b le .  How can th e  f e a tu r e s  o f a  v is io n  be p e rc e iv e d  y e t  in e f ­

f a b le —i s  t h a t  n o t j u s t  so  much nonsense?

Answers to  th e  q u e s tio n s  d e a l t  w ith  in  t h i s  e s sa y  form p a r t  o f 

th e  m etap h y sica l prolegomenon t o  e p is tem ic  is s u e s  l ik e  "What a re  th e  

a c tu a l  o b je c ts  o f  th e  m ystics* p e rc e p tio n s ? " ; "Are th e  m y s tic s ' e x p e r i­

ences r e a l l y  in e f f a b le ? " ;  "What can th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i n f e r  o r know abou t 

th e  n a tu re  o f God (and an g e ls )  from h i s  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s? " ; "Can 

God's e x is te n c e  (o r  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a n g e ls )  be known o r  in f e r r e d  from 

m y s tic a l p e rc e p tio n s  o f  Him (th em )?"; "Which co n cep tu a l schema—t h a t  of 

th e  u s e r  o f  m y s tic a l d isc o u rse  o r  t h a t  o f  th e  u s e r  o f o rd in a ry  w estern  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse —i s  e p is te m o lo g ic a lly  s u p e r io r ;  which b e s t  en ab les  

th e  p e rc e iv e r  t o  comprehend r e a l i t y ? "  E p is tem o lo g ica l q u e s tio n s  such



a s  th e se  cannot be answ ered, o r  even s e n s ib ly  posed , abou t th e  m y sti­

c a l  ex p e rien ces  i n  q u es tio n  u n le s s  we can , i f  t h i s  i s  p o s s ib le ,  f i r s t  

make sense ou t o f  th e  m ystic  c la im s o f  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and 

a n g e ls , o f  re c o g n it io n s  o f  th e se  b e in g s  d u r in g  th o se  p e rc e p tio n s  and 

o f  th e  i n e f f  a b i l i t y  o f a s p e c ts  o f t h e i r  e x p e r ie n c e s . However, t h i s  i s  

an e s sa y  in  m etaphysics concern ing  th e  lo g ic  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f a  sp e­

c i f i c  c la s s  o f s e n sa tio n s —p u ta t iv e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and 

a n g e ls—and w hile i t  does form a  n e c e ssa ry  p re lu d e  t o  such que s t i  (ms,

I  w i l l  n o t be d i r e c t ly  concerned w ith  th o se  e p is te m o lo g ic a l q u e s tio n s  

which d ea l w ith  th e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f c la im s o f  knowing, o r  knowing 

ab o u t, God and a n g e ls  th rough  a lle g e d  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e se  b e in g s ,

I I

E xperiences in v o lv in g  p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  G<xi and 

a n g e ls  a re  u s u a lly  d e s ig n a te d , and d is t in g u is h e d ,  by s e v e ra l  te c h ­

n ic a l  terms* " v is io n s ,"  "dreams" (a s  a  type o f  v is io n )  and " lo c u tio n s"  

(o r  " v o i c e s " ) I n  th e  w estern  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n ,  v is io n s  can be 

c a te g o riz e d  in to  th re e  com m only-experienced ty p e s  (A ugustine was th e  

f i r s t  to  make t h i s  t r i p a r t i t e  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  s in œ  fo llo w ed  f o r  th e  most 

p a r t  i n  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l and th e o lo g ic a l  t r a d i t io n s ) *  ( l )  co r­

p o re a l v is io n s  in  which v is io n a ry  o b je c ts  a re  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  

th e  b o d ily  se n se s , ( 2 ) im aginary  v is io n s ,  in  w hich, by means o f th e  

f iv e  " i n t e r i o r  s e n s e s ,"  th e  m y stic  h as  s e n sa tio n s  which correspond  to  

th e  s e n sa tio n s  o f th e  f iv e  b o d ily  se n se s  a lth o u g h  th e  f iv e  b o d ily  

se n se s  a re  n o t c a u s a lly  e f f ic a c io u s ,  and (3) i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  in

^ " S p ir i tu a l  s e n sa tio n s"  m ight p o s s ib ly  be in c lu d e d  h e re .



which i t  i s  th o u g h t th e re  a re  no images and no use o f  e i t h e r  th e  

" i n t e r i o r "  o r  e x te r io r  sen ses  d e s p ite  th e  m y s tic s ' in s i s te n c e  on th e  

a p p ro p ria te n e s s  of d e s c r ib in g  th e  ex p erien ce  i n  term s o f  s e n s a t io n s  

and a s  analogous to  sense p e rc e p tio n s . T h is e ssa y  i s  m ain ly  con­

cerned  w ith  c o rp o re a l and im ag inary  v is io n s .

Because t)"ie is s u e s  c e n t r a l ly  d isc u sse d  in  t h i s  e s sa y  in v o lv e  

p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s , I  w i l l  u s u a l ly  be concerned w ith  i n t e l l e c ­

t u a l  v is io n s  only  in s o f a r  a s  th e y  appear t o  in v o lv e  such  sense  p e rcep ­

t i o n s ,  S ince in  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  th e r e  i s  no use o f  sen se  o r  

q u a s i-s e n se  f a c u l t i e s ,  no p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  o rd in a ry  o b je c ts  o f sen se  

p e rc e p tio n —e , g , sh ap es, c o lo rs —and no p u rp o rte d  sen so ry  "im ages" in  

such  v is io n s ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  see what d is t in g u is h e s  an i n t e l l e c ­

t u a l  v is io n  from  a  sim ple d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  o f  r e l ig io u s  t r u t h s ,  I  

w i l l  n o t a tte m p t to  su g g est a  c r i t e r io n  t o  d is t in g u is h  i n t e l l e c t u a l  

v is io n s  from r e v e la t io n s  b u t w i l l  sim ply p o in t  out t h a t  d e s p ite  th e  

m y s tic s ' d isavow als o f  any im agery in  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s ,  q u a l i f i c a -  

t i c n  o f  t h i s  d isavow al su g g es ts  th a t  a t  l e a s t  some s o -c a l le d  i n t e l l e c ­

t u a l  v is io n s  may a c tu a l ly  in v o lv e  im ages, and th u s  be d is t in g u is h a b le  

from  pure  r e v e la t io n .

I n  R e la tio n  9 o f her L i f e , S t ,  T e resa  o f  A v ila  say s  th a t  she

had

an i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n  so  c le a r  a s  t o  seem alm ost im aginary  
[ t h a t  i s ,  a s  t o  in v o lv e  im ages] , , ,  [ C h r is t ]  l a i d  H im self 
in  my arm s, as  He i s  p a in te d  in  th e  p ic tu r e s  o f our Lady of

^ o s e s  Maimonides, u n lik e  th e  m a jo r ity  o f  th e  w estern  commenta­
t o r s  on m y s tic a l e x p e rien ce s , w hile re c o g n iz in g  im aginary v is im is  does 
n o t a llow  f o r  c o rp o re a l (and a ls o  p erhaps i n t e l l e c t u a l )  v i s io n s .  See 
The Guide f o r  th e  P erp lex ed , t r a n s ,  M, F ried l& nder (New York, 1956), P t ,  
I I ,  Ohs, 36 and 4 l  ( h e re a f te r  c i te d  a s  Maimonides, G u ide),
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A nguish, The v is io n  made me very  much a f r a id ,  f o r  i t  was 
80 c l e a r ,  and so c lo se  to  me, t h a t  i t  made me th in k  w hether 
i t  was an i l l u s i o n  o r  n o t . 3

S t ,  T e resa  n o t on ly  say s  t h a t  t h i s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n  had th e  c l a r i t y

o f  d e t a i l  t h a t  she a s s o c ia te s  w ith  im ages, b u t p roceeds to  say  th a t

th e  v is io n a ry  f ig u re  o f  C h r is t  was c lo se  to  h e r  and t o  compare i t  w ith

a  v is u a l  d ecep tio n —an i l l u s i o n .  In  C hapter 28 o f  h e r  L i f e , S t ,

T e resa  says t h a t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  and im ag inary  v is io n s  "come alm ost

alw ays to g e th e r ,"  and in  C hapter 40 she even f u r th e r  c o n f la te s  th e

co ncep tion  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  w ith  c o rp o re a l v is io n s  when she say s  o f  an

i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n *

I  had th e  v is io n ,  I  r e p e a t  i t ,  b u t I  cannot say  t h a t  I  saw 
any th ing*  however I  must have seen som ething, s e e in g  th a t  
I  e x p la in  i t  by an i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  on ly  i t  must have been in  
a  way so  s u b t i l e  and d e l ic a te  th a t  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g  i s  unab le  
to  re a c h  i t ,  o r  I  am so  ig n o ra n t in  a l l  t h a t  r e l a t e s  to  th e se  
v is io n s ,  which seem to  be n o t Im ag inary , In  some o f  th e se  
v is io n s  th e r e  must be som ething im ag inary , o n ly , a s  th e  powers 
o f  th e  so u l a re  th e n  in  a  t r a n c e ,  th e y  a re  n o t a b le  a f te rw a rd s  
t o  r e t a i n  th e  form s , , ,4

Here T e resa  say s  t h a t  th e re  a re  im ages in  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  b u t 

th e y  a re  seldom remembered because th e  p e r c ip ie n t  has d i f f i c u l t y  

u n d e rs tan d in g  them , I  th in k  t h a t  th e  l e a s t  th e se  p assag es  Arom 

T e re s a 's  w r i t in g s  in d ic a te  i s  t h a t  j u s t  because a  m y stic—and espe­

c i a l l y  S t ,  T e re sa  h e r s e l f —d e s ig n a te s  a  v is io n  a s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  i t  

should  n o t h a s t i l y  be in f e r r e d  th a t  no sen se  im agery was in v o lv ed  in  

th a t  v is io n .

In  th e  New C a th o lic  E ncycloped ia , " v is io n "  i s  d e f in e d  a s  a

3
S t ,  T e resa  o f  A v ila , L ife  o f S t ,  T e resa  o f  J e s u s , t r a n s ,  

David Lew is, e d , John J ,  Burke (New York, 1911)» R e l, 9*22 (h e re ­
a f t e r  c i te d  a s  S t ,  T e re sa , L i f e ) ,

^ I b id , ,  Ch, 40*13



phenomenon "p ro ceed in g  from a  s u p e rn a tu ra l  cause" which "does n o t 

occur in  th e  norm al developm ent" o f  th e  r e l ig io u s  l i f e  and " th ro u g h  

which an in d iv id u a l  p e rc e iv e s  some o b je c t  t h a t  i s  n a tu r a l ly  in v i s ib le  

to  man,"^ ( I  ta k e  i t  t h a t  " n a tu r a l ly "  means " t h r o u ^  th e  use o f  non- 

s u p e m a tu ra l  means": e .g .  th ro u g h  th e  use  o f  th e  human power o f  v is io n , 

te le s c o p e s ,  m icroscopes, e t c . )  T h is  i s  n o t a  v ery  s a t i s f a c to r y  d e f i ­

n i t i o n  y e t i t  i s  r a th e r  d i f f i c u l t  to  improve on i t .  I t  i s ,  f o r  

exam ple, d i f f i c u l t  t o  p ro v id e  a  d e f in i t io n  o f  " v is io n "  which i s  

e x c lu s iv e  enough t o  d is t in g u is h  v is io n s  from r e v e la t io n s  and a t  th e  

same tim e in c lu s iv e  enough t o  subsume i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  a s  w e ll a s  

c o rp o re a l and im ag inary  v is io n s  under t h i s  same te rm . However I  f e e l  

t h a t  f o r  th e  p re s e n t  pu rposes i t  w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  a c c e p t th e  

g e n e ra l t h r u s t  o f  t h i s  d e f in i t io n  o f fe re d  in  th e  New C a th o lic  Encyclo­

p e d ia , w ith  th e  fo llo w in g  am endatory comments, and to  p roceed  by 

exam ple, u s in g  a s  exam ples phenomena commonly accep ted  in  th e  Judeo - 

C h r is t ia n  (and Moslem) t r a d i t i o n  a s  v i s io n s .

In  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a t u r e  th e r e  a re  two u se s  o f  " v is io n " :  

" v is io n "  can be used  (a )  to  denote an e x p e r ie n c e , where th e  r e c ip ie n t  

can be r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  hav ing  th e  v is io n ,  and (b ) t o  denote an o b je c t , 

where th e  r e c ip i e n t  can be r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  p e rc e iv in g  th e  v is io n —i . e .  

th e re  i s  an e x te r n a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s ,  th e  v is io n ,  o f  which th e  p e r ­

c ip ie n t  becomes aw are. The two ty p e s  o f  v is io n s  co rresp o n d in g  t o  

th e se  two u se s  o f  " v is io n "  w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  " re c e iv e d  v is io n s "  

and "p e rce iv ed  v i s io n s ,"  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,

S t ,  T e re sa , f o r  exam ple, d e s c r ib e s  two v is io n s  o f  th e  s o r t

%ew C a th o lic  E ncycloped ia , 196?» s . v ,  " V is io n s ,"
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which th e  r e c ip ie n t  h a s , v is io n s  which a re  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  v is i tm -

a ry  e x p e rie n c e :

. . • n o r  i s  th e re  any way o f e f f e c t in g  [ t h i s  v is io n ] ,  
w hatever we may do , n o r  o f s e e in g  i t  when we l i k e ,  n o r 
o f  a b s ta in in g  from  se e in g ; i f  we t r y  t o  gaze upon i t ~  
p a r t  o f  th e  v is io n  in  p a r t i c u la r — th e  v is io n  of C h r is t  
i s  l o s t  a t  o n c e .6

I  d id  n o th in g  b u t open my e y e s , t o  see w hether I  cotild n o t 
d i s t r a c t  m yself from  th e  v is io n ,  b u t t h a t  f a i l e d  t o  d iv e r t  
my a t t e n t io n  . . .  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t—d i f f e r e n t ly  from my 
o th e r  v is io n s —I  could  n o t tu rn  away from i t  . . .  '

One c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  v is io n s  o f  t h i s  f i r s t  type  i s  t h a t  th e y  w i l l  n o t 

be p u b l ic ly  o b serv ab le  phenomena. T h is  i s ,  though , a  p ro b le m a tic  and 

c e r ta in ly  n o t s u f f i c i e n t  c r i t e r i o n  o f  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  s in c e  th e  mys­

t i c  t r a d i t i o n  would ho ld  th a t  God can choose t o  p re v e n t some normal 

o b se rv e rs  s u i ta b ly  p la ce d  in  th e  en v iro n s  from  p e rc e iv in g  a  p e rc e iv e d  

v is io n .  S t i l l ,  a  v is io n  w i l l  more l i k e l y  be a  re c e iv e d  th an  a  p e r ­

ce iv ed  v is io n  when on ly  one p e rc ip ie n t  among s e v e ra l  s u i ta b ly  p la c ed  

normal o b se rv e rs  r e c e iv e s  th e  v is io n .  P erh ap s, th e n , a  re c e iv e d  v is io n  

i s  d e sc rib e d  in  D aniel 1 0 :7 : " I  D aniel a lone  saw th e  v is io n ,  f o r  th e  

men who were w ith  me d id  n o t see th e  v is io n ,"

M y stic a l e x p e rien c e s  in  which th e  v is io n  i s  an e x te rn a l  s t a t e  

o f a f f a i r s  which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  p e rc e iv e s  a re  a l s o  common. Numerous 

v is io n a ry  o b je c ts  a re  only  seen i f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  lo o k s  in  th e  c o r re c t  

p h y s ic a l p la c e  a t  th e  r ig h t  tim e , and many v is io n s  a re  p u b l ic ly  observ­

a b le  e v e n ts .  I n  b o th  c a s e s , th e  v is io n s  w i l l  be v is io n s  o f  t h i s  second 

ty p e , though ag a in  i t  w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  when th e  l a t t e r  c r i ­

t e r io n  a p p l ie s  s in c e  s e v e ra l  p e r c ip ie n ts  cou ld  s im u ltan eo u sly  r e c e iv e

^ S t ,  T e resa , L i f e . Ch. 2 9 :1 . 

^ I b id , ,  R e l, 9 :2 6 ,
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e x a c t ly  s im i la r  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  such t h a t  i t  appeared  a s  i f  th e y  were 

a l l  observ in g  th e  same e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s .  G en e ra lly , though, 

when s e v e ra l  p e r c ip ie n ts  have what appear t o  be e x a c t ly  s im i la r  e x p e r i­

e n c e s , th e  v is io n  w i l l  be a  p e rc e iv ed  v i s io n .  Hence accoun ts  o f  what 

a re  p ro b ab ly  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  in c lu d e  th e  Exodus 2 4 :9 -10  re c o rd  t h a t  

" th en  Hoses and Aaron, Nadad, and Abihu, and sev en ty  o f th e  e ld e r s  o f 

I s r a e l  went up , and th ey  saw th e  God o f  I s r a e l ;  and th e r e  was under 

h is  f e e t  a s  i t  were a  pavement o f  sap p h ire  s tone  , , , " ;  S t ,  G reg o ry 's

s ta tem e n t t h a t  d u rin g  one o f  S t ,  B e n e d ic t 's  v is io n s  S t ,  B ened ic t c a l le d
8h is  companions a t  tim es  t o  show them what he was se e in g ; th e  gospel

accoun ts  t h a t  P e te r ,  James and John a l l  saw th e  same v is io n  i n  which

Moses and E l i j a h  ta lk e d  to  Je su s  whose " fa c e  shone l i k e  th e  sun and h i s

garm ents became w hite a s  l i g h t "  (M att, 17, Mark 9 , Luke 9)* and th e

d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  S t ,  F r a n c i s 's  v is io n s  in  which th e y  a re  o f te n  d e sc rib e d

a s  p u b l ic ly  o b se rv a b le . A lso, S t .  T e resa  sometimes has v is ica ia ry

ex p e rien ces  in  which th e  p e rc e iv e d  o b je c t  i s  claim ed to  be an e x te rn a l

s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s —v i z ,  th e  p resen ce  o f  th e  a c tu a l  be in g  which i s  th e

o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n :  " I f  what I  saw was an im age, i t  was a  l iv in g
g

image—n o t a  dead man, b u t th e  l i v in g  C h r i s t ,"

The e x te r n a l i ty  o f  th e  p e rc e iv e d  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  in  p e rce iv ed  

v is io n s  i s  more s t r o n ^ y  in d ic a te d  by th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  a b i l i t y  to  

v is u a l ly  scan th e  v i s io n ,  B onaventura, in  h is  d e s c r ip t io n  in  The

g
See Anton P o u la in , The G races o f  I n t e r i o r  P ra y e r , t r a n s .  from 

th e  6 th  e d . o f  Des g râces  d ' o ra iso n  by Leonora L. Yorke Smith (London, 
1912) ,  p .  278 ( h e re a f te r  c i te d  a s  P o u la in , G ra ce s) .

g
S t .  T e re sa , L i f e . Ch. 2 8 :1 2 . For s im i la r  v is io n s  in  which th e  

p e rce iv ed  o b je c t i s  claim ed to  be th e  e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  o f  th e  
p resence  o f th e  a c tu a l  o b je c t  which i s  th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n ,  see 
a l s o  I s a ia h  6 and E z e k ie l 1 ,
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M ind's Road t o  God o f h is  v is io n ,  s im i la r  t o  F r a n c i s 's ,  o f  th e  C h r is t -  

l i k e  se ra p h , says t h a t  he understood  c e r ta in  t r u th s  "w hile  lo o k in g  

upon t h i s  v i s i o n . J u l i a n  o f Norwich im p lie s  t h a t  she  has  a  v is io n  

which i s  an o b je c t  which she can look  a t  when she say s  in  h e r  R evela­

t io n s  o f  D ivine Love o f  h e r v is io n  o f th e  P assio n  t h a t ,  a s  she gazed a t  

a  c r u c i f ix  h e ld  b e fo re  h e r , " th e  b le e d in g  [ o f  C h r is t ]  co n tin u ed  and 

cou ld  be seen by a t t e n t iv e  e y e s . . . . There were tim e s  when I  wanted 

to  lo o k  away from th e  c ro s s , b u t I  dared  n o t .  For I  knew t h a t  w h ile  I  

gazed on th e  c ro s s  I  was sa fe  and sound.

The lo c u tio n  " v is io n "  w i l l  be used  in  t h i s  e s sa y  a s  a  g e n e r ic  

terra f o r  a  mysticauL ex p e rie n c e , o r  f o r  th e  com plete p e rc e iv e d  o b je c t  o f 

a  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  (ex cep tin g  p u re ly  a u d ito ry  phenomena, i . e .  " lo cu ­

t io n s "  when th e y  occur a lo n e ) , which e i t h e r  in v o lv e s  (a p p a re n t)  sense 

p e rc e p tio n s  o r in v o lv e s  ex p e rien ces  s u f f i c i e n t ly  analogous t o  sense  

p e rc e p tio n s  f o r  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  t o  re g a rd  i t  a s  a p p ro p ria te  t o  d e sc rib e  

h is  ex p erien ce  in  term s o f  sen so ry  t a l k .  Thus, " v is io n "  shou ld  n o t be 

co n stru ed  a s  p re c lu d in g  n o n -v isu a l sense  p e rc e p tio n s  d u rin g  th e  

e x p e r ie n c e ,

I I I

W alter S tace  c la im s, m istak en ly  I  b e l ie v e ,  in  M ysticism  and 

P h ilosophy  th a t  among phenomena which a re  o f te n  confused  w ith , b u t 

which a re  n o t ,  genuine m y stic a l e x p e rie n c e s .

^ ^ S t. B onaventura, The M ind 's Road to  God, t r a n s ,  George Boas 
(New York, 1953)» P» 4  ( i t a l i c s  m ine). — — —

^ ^ Ju lia n  o f Norwich, R e v e la tio n s  o f  D ivine Love, t r a n s .  C l i f ­
to n  W olters (B a ltim o re , 1966), Ohs. 12 and 19 ( i t a l i c s  mine) ( h e re a f te r  
c i t e d  a s  J u l ia n  o f  Norwich, R e v e la tio n s ) .



13

th e  c h ie f  such  o ccu rren ces  to  be excluded  a re  v is io n s
and v o ic e s . Not o n ly  i s  t h i s  th e  op in ion  o f  most compe­
te n t  s c h o la r s ,  b u t i t  has a ls o  been th e  o p in io n  which th e  
g re a t  m y stic s  them selves have g e n e ra l ly  h e ld . They have 
o f te n  been s u b je c t  t o  v is io n s  and v o ic e s , b u t have u s u a lly  
d isco u n ted  them a s  o f  d o u b tfu l v a lu e  or im portance and a t  
any r a t e  a s  n o t  to  be confused  w ith  genuine m y s tic a l
e x p e rie n c e s .

A c a r e fu l  c o n s id e ra tio n  o f  th e  w r i t in g s  o f  th e  w estern  m y stic s  and 

t h e i r  com m entators w i l l  dem onstra te  t h a t  th e y  f re q u e n t ly  re g a rd  

v is io n s  a s  g en u in e , and o f te n  p ro fo u n d ly  s ig n i f i c a n t ,  m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

e n c e s . I t  w i l l  become e v id e n t ,  I  th in k ,  t h a t  i t  i s  more re a so n ab le  t o

re g a rd  v is io n s  a s  genuine m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , r a t h e r  th a n , a s  S tace 

d o es , d ism iss  them as  mere c o in c id e n ta l  concom itan ts o f  genuine m ysti­

c a l  e x p e r ie n c e s . M ystics do in  f a c t  g e n e ra lly  t r e a t  v is io n s  (and 

v o ic e s ) ,  more th an  o th e r  ty p es  o f  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , w ith  a  measure 

o f  c a u tio n . They do so  p r im a r i ly  because o f  a  f e a r  o f  d e c ep tio n  by 

S a ta n , a  d ec ep tio n  which i t  i s  th o u g h t cannot be p e rp e tu a te d  d u rin g  

o th e r  s o r t s  o f  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , and a  co rre sp o n d in g ly  l e s s e r  

v a lu e  i s  u s u a lly  p la ce d  on v is io n s  v i s - a - v i s  o th e r  ty p e s  o f  m y s tic a l 

phenomena. Y et, t h a t  v is io n s  a re  l e s s  v a lu a b le , o r  l e s s  e p is te m ic a l ly  

r e l i a b l e ,  th an  o th e r  m y s tic a l phenomena c le a r ly  does n o t ,  a s  S tace  

su g g e s ts , m it ig a te  a g a in s t  t h e i r  c l a s s i f i c a t io n  a s  genuine m y s tic a l 

e x p e r ie n c e s .

S ta c e 's  in s i s te n c e  on th e  absence o f  sense p e rc e p tio n s  in  

genuine m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s  stem s in  p a r t  from h is  narrow  c a te g o r iz a ­

t io n  o f ty p es  o f  a u th e n t ic  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , a  c a te g o r iz a t io n  which 

e f f e c t iv e ly  p re c lu d e s , and ev id en ces an ignorance o f  th e  im portance and

W a l t e r  T , S ta c e , M ysticism  and P h ilosophy  (London, I 961) ,  p .  
4 7 . S tace p ro p o ses  t h i s  same s t r i c t u r e  in  The Teachings o f  th e  Mys­
t i c s  (New York, I9 6 0 ), p .  11.
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com plex ity  o f ,  what a re  most o f te n  reg a rd e d  by th e  C h r is t ia n  m y stic s  

and t h e i r  com m entators a s  th e  p r in c ip a l  h ig h e r  s ta g e s  o f  C h r is t ia n  mys­

t i c a l  e x p e r ie n c e s ,^ ^  As I  hope t o  show, S tace  o v erlo o k s th e  complex 

n a tu re  o f th e s e  h ig h e s t s t a t e s  s in c e  th e y  o f te n  in v o lv e  v is io n s .

The is s u e  o f  how t o  c a te g o r iz e  m y s tic a l ex p e rien ces  i s  a  com­

p le x  and c o n tro v e r s ia l  one. For th e  pu rposes o f  t h i s  e s sa y , I  w i l l  

use th e  c a te g o r iz a t io n  o f  th e  U n itiv e  L ife  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l 

t r a d i t i o n ,  in to  fo u r  su c c e ss iv e  s ta g e s ,  which has become g e n e ra lly
i l l

accep ted  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n .  S t .  T e resa  o f  A v ila , 

and a f t e r  h e r S t .  John o f  th e  C ross, f i r s t  d e f in i t i v e ly  s e t  o u t th e se  

fo u r  su ccess!v e^^  s ta g e s  o f  th e  m y stic  a sc e n t a s  ( i )  th e  p ra y e r  o f 

q u ie t ,  ( i i )  u n io n , ( i i i )  e c s ta s y  and, f i n a l l y ,  ( iv )  s p i r i t u a l  m arriage 

a s  th e  l a s t  and most v a lu ab le  s t a t e . F r o m  what I  can t e l l ,  none o f 

th e se  fo u r  s t a t e s  o f  C h r is t ia n  m ysticism  i s  subsumable under e i t h e r  o f 

th e  two c a te g o r ie s  in to  which S tace  d iv id e s  genuine m y s tic a l e x p e r i-

^W illiam  Jam es, in  The V a r ie t ie s  o f  R e lig io u s  Experience (New 
York, 1902) ,  ex p re sse s  a  s im i la r  m isunderstand ing  o f  th e se  g e n e ra l ly  
accep ted  h ig h e s t  s ta g e s  o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l a s c e n t ;  " the  absence 
o f  d e f in i t e  s e n s ib le  images i s  p o s i t iv e ly  i n s i s t e d  on by th e  m y s tic a l 
a u th o r i t i e s  i n  a l l  r e l ig io n s  a s  th e  s in e  qua non o f  a  s u c c e s s fu l  o r i -  
s io n , o r  con tem pla tion  o f th e  h ig h e r d iv in e  t r u th s "  (p .  5 4 ) .

^^N otably in  h e r  L ife  and The I n t e r i o r  C a s t le .

^^This su ccess io n  embodies b o th  a  value  h ie ra rc h y  and a  normal 
te n p o ra l  p ro g re ss io n —though n o t a l l  m y stics  have fo llow ed  th e  u su a l 
tem pora l p ro g re s s io n  from th e  p ra y e r  o f  q u ie t  th rough  s p i r i t u a l  mar­
r i a g e ,  much l e s s  ex p erien ced  a l l  fo u r  s t a t e s .

16For s im p l ic i ty ,  I  am u s in g  Anton P o u la in  *s term ino logy  in  
G races, though P o u la in  d e s ig n a te s  th e  second s ta g e  as  " f u l l  un ion" 
in s te a d  o f "u n io n ."  For P o u la in *s c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  th e  p ra y e r  o f 
q u ie t ,  un ion , e c s ta s y ,  and s p i r i t u a l  m arriag e , see  P o u la in , G races, 
p p . 53-55 .
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17e n c e s t e x t r o v e r t ive and in t r o v e r t iv e  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s . The 

l a t t e r  c a te g o ry , under which we m ight a t  f i r s t  ex p ec t th e  C h r is t ia n  

m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s  t o  be subsum able, i s  d e l in e a te d  by S tace  a s  th e  

ex p erien ce  o f  an " u n d if f e r e n t ia te d  u n i ty ,"  an ex p erien ce  which i n ­

v o lv es  no e x p e rien ce  o f  any d if f e re n c e  between any s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s .  

W ithout e i t h e r  d e t a i l i n g  what I  ta k e  to  be th e  l im i ta t io n s  o f 

S ta c e 's  c a te g o r iz a t io n  o r  g iv in g  th e  complex c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  which he 

o f f e r s  o f  each , bo th  o f which a re  f a r  a f i e l d  o f  th e  p re s e n t  i s s u e ,  i t  

w i l l  be s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  th e  is s u e  under c o n s id e ra tio n  to  make th re e  

o b s e rv a tio n s . F i r s t ,  i t  i s  p r e c is e ly  over th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether 

th e re  i s  a  t h i r d  c a te g o r iz a t io n  o f  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  in  which an 

" o th e r ,"  i . e .  God, i s  ex p erien ced  t h a t  S tace  d is a g re e s  w ith  th e  e a r l i e r  

work o f  R. C, Z aehner in  M ysticism , S acred  and P ro fa n e , Zaehner main­

t a i n s  t h a t  th e re  i s  such a  t h i r d  c a te g o ry  o f  m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s—
18which he d e s ig n a te s  th e  " t h e i s t i c "  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e . I t  i s  w ith in  

t h i s  t h i r d  c a te g o ry  o f  Z a e h n e r 's , which S tace  o m its , t h a t  th e  fo u r  

s ta g e s  o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  U n itiv e  L ife  would most p ro p e r ly  be subsumed. 

Second, though S tace  may o f f e r  o th e r  s o r t s  o f  c a te g o r iz a t io n s  o f  o th e r  

s o r t s  o f  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , he shou ld  a d d i t io n a l ly  reco g n ize  as  

genuine th e s e  fo u r  commonly accep ted  s ta g e s  o f  C h r is t ia n  m ystic ism . 

T h ird , once th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  acco u n tin g  f o r  th e  fo u r  h ig h e s t  s ta g e s  o f  

th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l a sc e n t i s  re c o g n ize d , th e r e  should  be some 

accoun t o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t —and t h i s  r e q u ire s  some e la b o ra t io n —b o th  o f

^Por S ta c e 's  d e ta i le d  c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  th e  e x tro v e r t iv e  and 
in t r o v e r t iv e  ex p e rien ces  see  M ysticism  and P h ilo so p h y , p p . 78-79 and 
p p . 110-111, r e s p e c t iv e ly .

18
R. C. Z aehner, M ysticism , Sacred and P rofane (O xford, 1961), 

See p ,  204,
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th e  two h ig h e s t s ta g e s  o f  C h r is t ia n  m ystic ism , e c s ta s y  and s p i r i t u a l
19m arriag e , f r e q u e n t ly  in v o lv e  v is io n s  and v is io n s  a r e  im p o rtan t to

Jew ish  and S u f i m ystic ism . T h is  f a c t  r e q u i r e s  sane ad ju stm en t o f

even Z a e h n e r 's  c a te g o r iz a t io n  s in c e  he p re c lu d e s , more by d e s c r ip t io n

th an  by d e f in i t io n  a s  S tace  d o es , sen so ry  e x p e r ie n c e s  from t h e i s t i c
20m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s ,

A la rg e  p ro p o rtio n  o f  v is io n s  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  t r a d i t i o n  occur 
21d u rin g  e c s ta s y ,  T e resa  say s  in  h e r  l i f e  t h a t  v is io n s  a re  san e tim es

c a u s a l ly  e f f ic a c io u s  in  th e  commencement o f  e c s ta s y ;

So ex ceed in g ly  g re a t  i s  th e  power o f  t h i s  v is io n  when th e  
Lord shows th e  so u l much o f  His g randeur and m a jes ty , t h a t  
i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  , . , f o r  any so u l to  endure i t ,  i f  our 
Lord d id  n o t , , , [ th ro w ] i t  in to  a  t ra n c e  o r  e c s ta sy ,2 2

M arina de E scobar who, l i k e  S t .  T e resa , r e l a t e s  numerous v is io n s  which

she had d u rin g  e c s ta s y ,^ ^  a t  one p o in t  r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l ly  t o  th e

19P o u la in  s t a t e s  th a t  " v is io n s  and s u p e rn a tu ra l  lo c u tio n s  o f  a  
h ig h er o rd e r a re  n o t u s u a lly  g ra n te d , w ith  any frequency , a t  l e a s t ,  
u n t i l  th e  p e r io d  o f  e c s ta s y  i s  a lm ost reached" (G races, p .  3 0 2 ).

Even p ra y e r  o f  q u ie t  a p p a re n tly  o c c a s io n a lly  in v o lv e s  v is io n s .
I n  C hapter 2 5 ;l4  o f  h er L i f e . S t .  T e resa  o f A v ila  seems to  im ply t h a t  
she had a  v is io n  d u rin g  th e  p ra y e r  o f  q u ie t  when she says t h a t  " I  n ev er 
had a  s in g le  v is io n  o r r e v e la t io n  t i l l  God had le d  me on to  th e  p ra y e r  
o f  u n io n ,—u n le s s  i t  be on th a t  o ccas io n , . , , now many y e a rs  ago, when 
I  saw our L ord": i . e .  an im ag inary  v is io n  which she d e s c r ib e s  (Ch, ? ; l l )  
a s  s e e in g  t h a t  " C h r is t  s to o d  b e fo re  me, s te m  and g ra v e , . . .  I  saw 
Him w ith  th e  eyes o f  th e  so u l more d i s t i n c t l y  th an  I  cou ld  have seen  
Him w ith  th e  eyes o f th e  body ." P o u la in  su g g es ts  (G races, p ,  228) t h a t  
T eresa  t a l k s  abou t c e r ta in  q u a s i-v is io n s  in  h e r  d isc u s s io n  o f  th e  p ra y e r  
o f  q u ie t  in  C hapter 1?;8  o f  h e r  L ife  and*he n o te s  t h a t  S t .  A lfonsus 
Rodriguez a ls o  r e f e r s  t o  hav ing  such v is io n s .

20Z aehner, op. c i t . ,  p .  32,
21E ,g , see P o u la in , G races, E x tra c ts  from th e  m y s tic a l l i t e r a ­

tu r e ,  p p , 266- 282 ,

^ S t ,  T e resa , L i f e .  Ch, 2 8 ;1 4 ,

^^See P o u la in , G races, p p , 274-277,
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occurrence o f  im ag in a tiv e  v is io n s  w ith  e c s ta s y ;  "Sometimes a t  th e

b eg in n in g  o r  th e  end o f t h i s  r a p tu r e ,  God d is c o v e rs  c e r t a in  im ag in a tiv e
24f ig u r e s  t o  th e  s o u l ,"

The l a s t  s ta g e ,  and th e  g o a l,  o f  th e  U n itiv e  Way i s  s p i r i t u a l

m a rriag e . P o u la in  argues t h a t  one o f  th e  " th re e  p r in c ip a l  e lem en ts"  o f

th e  s t a t e  o f  s p i r i t u a l  m arriage  i s  " g e n e ra lly  a  perm anent i n t e l l e c t u a l
2*5v is io n  o f th e  B lessed  T r in i ty  o r  o f  some d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e "  and S t ,

T eresa  r e l a t e s  th a t  im a ^ n a ry  v is io n s  occur d u r in g  t h i s  s t a t e  ;

When CTanting t h i s  fa v o r  [ th e  ex p erien ce  o f  s p i r i t u a l  mar­
r ia g e  J  f o r  th e  f i r s t  tim e . H is M ajesty  i s  p le a se d  t o  re v e a l  
H im self t o  th e  so u l th rough  an im ag inary  v is io n  o f  H is most 
sa c re d  Humanity [ i , e ,  qua C h r is t  in c a r n a te ]  . , , 2o

Thus, v is io n s  occur d u rin g , as  w e ll as  b e in g  th e  p re lu d e  t o ,  th e  s t a t e  

o f  s p i r i t u a l  m arriage which i s  th e  ca lm ative  s ta g e  and g o a l o f  th e  

C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l a s c e n t .

V isions a re  a ls o  prom inent and im p o rtan t m y s tic a l ex p e rien ces  

i n  th e  Jew ish  and Moslem m y stic a l t r a d i t i o n s .  With r e s p e c t  to  th e  f o r ­

mer, S tace  does make an allow ance f o r  th e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f  v is icm s in  

Jew ish  m ysticism  and, in d ee d , th e  n o ted  Jew ish  s c h o la r  Gershom Scholem 

s t a t e s ;

Numerous m y s tic s , Jews a s  w e ll a s  non-Jew s, have by no 
means re p re s e n te d  th e  essence o f  t h e i r  e c s t a t i c  ex p e rie n ce , 
th e  trem endous uprush  and so a rin g  o f  th e  so u l t o  i t s  h ig h e s t 
p la n e , a s  a  union  w ith  God, , , , th e  e a r l i e s t  Jew ish  m y stic s  
,  , ,  speak o f th e  a sc e n t o f th e  so u l t o  th e  C e le s t i a l  Throne

^ ^ I b id , ,  p .  276 ,

^ ^ I b id , ,  p ,  283. A lso , see  S t ,  T e re sa . I n t e r i o r  C a s t le , t r a n s .  
and e d . E , A lliso n  P ee rs  (Garden C ity , N .Y ., 1961), Seventh  M ansions, 
Ch, 1 ,

26S t, T e re sa , I n t e r i o r  C a s t le . Seventh Mansions, Ch. 2 ,
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where i t  o b ta in s  an e c s t a t i c  view o f  th e  m a jesty  o f  God 
and th e  s e c r e ts  o f  His Readm» $ $ « th e  e a r l i e s t  Jew ish  
m ysticism  i s  th ro n e -m y stic ism . I t s  essen ce  i s  • . . 
p e rc e p tio n  o f  [G o d 's ]  appearance on th e  th ro n e , a s  de­
s c r ib e d  by E z e k ie l . . .

V is io n s  a re  e q u a lly  im p o rtan t i n  th e  Is la m ic  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n i

The im portance o f dreams and v is io n s  in  th e  whole scheme 
o f  th e  S u fi P a th  can h a rd ly  be o v e rs tre s s e d ;  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  
o f  Sufism  and th e  hag iographa in  p a r t i c u la r  a re  f u l l  o f  
them , and t h e i r  s ig n if ic a n c e  in  th e  l i f e  o f  in d iv id u a ls  and
s o c ie ty , * « e 23

A v is u a l iz a t io n  o f  God even was p o s s ib le .

The g e n e ra l p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f S ta c e 's  d e n ia l  t h a t  v is io n s  a re  

genuine m y s tic a l ex p e rien ces  d e r iv e s  from one o f  th e  most c o n s is te n t  

and u n iv e r s a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  w estern  m y s tic a l w r i t in g s —th e  c la im  th a t  t o  

advance s u c c e s s fu l ly  t o  th e  h ig h e r s ta g e s  o f  th e  m y stic  a s c e n t i t  i s  

h e lp fu l  t o ,  a s  ex p ressed  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n ,  " le a v e  

th e  se n se s  and th e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  th e  i n t e l l e c t  and a l l  th in g s  t h a t  th e  

sen ses  o r  i n t e l l e c t  can p e rc e iv e "^ ^  (D ionysius th e  A re o p a g ite ) , " [b e ]  

dead u n to  th e  senses"^®  (A ngela o f  F o lig n o ), "[w ithdraw ] from th e  

se n se s  • . • [ tu r n ]  away from c re a tu re s " ^ ^  (M eis te r  E c k h a r t) , " c ru sh
op

a l l  knowledge and ex p erien ce  o f  a l l  form s o f  c re a te d  th ings"-^ (The

2?Gershom G. Scholem, M ajor Trends in  Jew ish  M ysticism  (New 
York. 1941), p p . 5 and 44 ( h e r e a f te r  c i te d  a s  Scholem, Jew ish  M ysti­
cism ) .

2G j, Spencer Trimingham, The S u fi O rders in  Is lam  (O xford,
1971), p .  190.

^^D ionysius th e  A reo p ag ite , The D ivine Names and The M y stica l 
T heology, t r a n s .  C. E . R o lt (London, 1940), p .  191»

^^Angela o f F o lig n o , The Book o f  D ivine C onso la tion  o f  th e  
B lessed  Angela o f F o lig n o . t r a n s .  Mary G. Steegmann (New York, 19&6), 
p .  32 ( h e r e a f te r  c i t e d  a s  Angela o f  F o lig n o , C o n so la tio n ) .

^^M eis te r E c k h a rt. ed . Raymond B ernard  Blakney (New York, 1941), 
p p . 109 and 200 .

^^The Cloud o f  Unknowing, t r a n s .  C lif to n  W olters ( l 9 6 l ) ,  p .
103.
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Cloud o f  Unknowing) ,  "wean your h e a r t  from  th e  lo v e  o f  v i s ib l e  

th in g s" ^ ^  (Thomas à  Kempis), "p u t o f f  th e  c r e a t u r e " ^  (T heo log ia  G er- 

m anica) . "[w ithdraw ] th e  so u l w ith in  i t s e l f  . . . For th e  house o f  th e  

s n a i l  i s  l ik e  t o  t h i s  body o f  o u rs ; i t s  su b stan ce  r e p re s e n ts  our s o u l;  

th e  ho rns s ig n i f y  th e  two f a c u l t i e s  o f  w i l l  and u n d e rs ta n d in g ; and th e  

r e - f le x io n  r e p re s e n ts  our r e c o l l e c t io n .  .  . . [ s o u l s ]  by means o f t h i s  

r e - f l e x io n ,  s t i l l ,  and r e c o l l e c t ,  and m o rtify  t h e i r  f a c u l t i e s ,  g a th e r ­

in g  them in ,  r e c o l l e c t in g  them and r e s t r a i n i n g  t h e i r  o p e ra tio n s , w ith -
O f

o u t which th e re  can be no q u ie t  co n tem p la tio n " (B ernard ino  de 

L a red o ). However, such ex p re ss io n s  a re  o f te n  h y p e rb o lic  and f o r  th e  

most p a r t ,  w estern  m y stics  in te n d  such p h ra se s  a s  th e  fo reg o in g ^^  on ly  

t o  ex p ress  ( l )  th e  id e a  o f  tu rn in g  o n e 's  a t t e n t io n  away from m a te r ia l  

o b je c ts  and concerns in  o rd e r , in s te a d ,  t o  contem plate and c o n c e n tra te  

on s p i r i t u a l  o b je c ts  and c o n s id e ra tio n s  and (2 ) t o  ex p re ss  th e  n o tio n  

th a t  i t  i s  on ly  th e  "h ig h e r  p a r t s  o f  th e  s o u l" —v iz .  th o se  m ental capa­

c i t i e s  n o t d i r e c t ly  in v o lv in g  th e  f a c u l ty  o f  sense p e rc e p tio n —which 

alone u l t im a te ly  ach ieve an a c tu a l  "union" w ith  God. In  view o f  th e se  

two most common u sag es , th e  adm onition t o  "w ithdraw  from th e  se n se s"  

does n o t by i t s e l f  in d ic a te  what s ta tu s  v is io n s ,  and o th e r  ap p aren t

^^Thomas à  Kempis, The Im ita t io n  o f  C h r is t , t r a n s .  Abbot J u s t in  
McCann (New York, 1957), p .  18.

^ T h e o lo g ia  Germanica, t r a n s .  Susanna Winkworth (London, 1874),
p .  36.

^^B em ardino  de L aredo, The Ascent o f  Mount S io n , t r a n s .  E . 
A lliso n  P eers  (London, 1952), p p . 95 and 153.

^ ^ e y n o ld  A. N icho lson , i n  The M ystics o f  Islam  (London, 1914), 
s t a t e s  ( p .  60) t h a t  " a  m ental a b s tr a c t io n  o r passing-aw ay  o f  th e  mind 
from a l l  o b je c ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n , th o u g h ts , a c t io n s  and f e e l in g s "  i s  a  
d e f in i t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  fan®, which i n  S u fi m ysticism  i s  equ iva­
l e n t  to  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y s tic a l n o tio n  o f  e c s ta s y .
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sense  p e rc e p tio n s  God i s  p u rp o rte d  to  bestow  on th e  m y s tic , have a s  

m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s .

Even th o se  m ystics  who a re  l e a s t  in t e r e s te d  in  v is io n s  do n o t 

u s u a lly  c o n s id e r  them w o rth le s s . Thus E ckhart adm onishes th o se  f o l ­

low ing th e  m ystic  a s c e n t t h a t  "peop le  a re  k ep t back from  p e r fe c t io n  by 

d w ellin g  w ith  ho ly  p le a s u re  on t h e i r  im ages o f  th e  hum anity o f  our

Lord Je su s  C h r is t ,  By th e  same to k e n , th e y  a re  h in d e red  by la y in g
37s t r e s s  on v is io n s  , , Here i t  i s  an ex cess iv e  c o n c e n tra tio n  on

v is io n s ,  and n o t v is io n s  in  th em se lv es , which E ck h art in v e ig h s  a g a in s t .  

On th e  o th e r  hand, many m y stics  e x p l i c i t l y  s t r e s s  th e  s i g n i f i ­

cance and v a lu e  o f  v is io n s .  Thus, S t ,  T e resa  sa y s  t h a t  v is io n s  shou ld  

n o t be t r e a te d  w ith  " s c o m " ^  and in  h e r  L ife  says*

[C e r ta in  p e o p le ]  ad v ise  us e a r n e s t ly  t o  p u t a s id e  a l l  co r­
p o re a l im ag in a tio n  and to  approach th e  co n tem pla tion  o f th e  
D iv in i ty ,  For th ey  say  th a t  a n y th in g  e l s e ,  even C h r i s t 's  
Humanity, w i l l  h in d er o r  impede th o se  who have a r r iv e d  so 
f a r  from a t t a in in g  to  th e  most p e r f e c t  c o n tem p la tio n , , , .
I  can w e ll b e lie v e  t h a t  anyone who a t t a i n s  to  union and goes 
no f a r t h e r —I  mean, t o  r a p tu re s  and v is io n s  and o th e r  fa v o u rs  
g ran ted  t o  so u ls  by God—w il l  th in k  t h a t  view t o  be th e  b e s t ,  
a s  I  d id  m y se lf . But i f  I  had a c te d  on i t ,  I  do n o t th in k  
th a t  I  shou ld  e v e r  have reach ed  my p re s e n t  s t a t e ,  f o r  I  be­
l ie v e  i t  t o  be m is ta k e n ,39

Here T eresa  makes two i n t e r e s t i n g  s u g g e s tio n s . F i r s t ,  she seems to

im ply th a t  v is io n s ,  a long  w ith  th e  concom itant m y s tic a l e x p e rien ce s  o f

e c s ta s y ,  a re  more s ig n i f i c a n t  th an  th e  p r io r  s t a t e  o f  u n io n . Secondly ,

^^M eister E c k h a rt. p .  199.
388t .  T e re sa , I n t e r i o r  C a s t le . S ix th  M ansions, Ch. 9 . See a ls o  

Ch. 8 o f  th e  Book o f  th e  F o u n d a tio n s .
39S t .  T e re sa , The A utobiography o f  S t .  T e resa  o f  A v ila , t r a n s .  

and e d . E , A lliso n  P ee rs  (Garden C ity , N .Y ., I9 6 0 ;, Ch. 2 2 . T h is pas­
sage i s  e s p e c ia l ly  in t e r e s t i n g  in  i t s  d i r e c t  c o n t r a s t  w ith  th e  p assag e  
c i t e d  above in  fo o tn o te  13 from W illiam  Jam es.
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i t  seems to  me q u ite  l i k e ly  t h a t ,  a s  T e re sa  in d ic a te s ,  many o f  th e  

C h r is t ia n  m y stic s  who a re  l e a s t  concerned w ith  v is io n s  and who te n d  to  

s t r e s s  w ithdraw al from  th e  sen se s  d id  n o t in  f a c t  advance in  th e  U ni- 

t i v e  L ife  beyond th e  s t a t e  o f  union* i t  c e r t a in ly  ap p ea rs  th a t  many o f  

th e  w r i te r s  o f  th e  q u a s i-m y s tic a l , o f te n  n o n -a u to b io g ra p h ic a l, m y s tic a l 

w r i t in g s  such a s  The Cloud o f  Unknowing. The Im ita t io n  o f  C h r i s t , and 

th e  T heo log ia  Germ anica, which em phasize a  w ithdraw al from th e  o b je c ts  

o f  p e rc e p tio n , were ig n o ra n t o f  such h ig h e r  m y s tic a l s t a t e s  a s  e c s ta s y  

and s p i r i t u a l  m arriag e , ig n o ra n t o f  j u s t  th o se  s t a t e s  d u r in g  which th e  

occurrence o f  v is io n s  i s  most p r e v a le n t .

There i s  an obvious danger i n  c o n s tru in g  th e  n o tio n  o f  "m ysti­

c a l  e x p e rien ce"  so b ro a d ly  a s  to  a t te n u a te  m ean in g less ly  th e  resem ­

b lance between what would th en  be d e s ig n a te d  a s  th e  l e a s t  s ig n i f i c a n t  

m y s tic a l ex p erien ces  and the  m y s tic a l ex p erien ces  o f  th e  g r e a t  m y s tic s , 

W illiam  James seems, f o r  in s ta n c e ,  t o  have succumbed to  such a  tem pta­

t io n  i n  V a r ie t ie s  o f R e lig io u s  E x p e rien ce* "The s im p le s t rud im en t o f 

m y s tic a l experience  would seem to  be th a t  deepened sense  o f  th e  s i g n i f i ­

cance o f  a  maxim o r fo rm ula  which sweeps o v er o n e ,"^^  I  do n o t  th in k  

t h a t  th e  c l a s s i f i c a t io n  o f v is io n s  a s  genuine m y s tic a l e x p e rien c e s  i s  

t h i s  s o r t  o f u n d e s ira b le  a t te n u a t io n  o f  th e  c e n t r a l  meaning o f "m ysti­

c a l  e x p e r ie n c e ,"  B esides th e  g e n e ra l f a c t  t h a t  v is io n s  fccrm an e sse n ­

t i a l  p a r t  o f numerous in d iv id u a l  in s ta n c e s  o f  th e  two h ig h e s t  s ta g e s  o f 

C h r is t ia n  m ysticism , e c s ta s y  and s p i r i t u a l  m a rriag e , th e  prom inence o f

^^Jam es, The V a r ie t ie s  o f R e lig io u s  E x p e rien ce , p .  3 7 3 , S t .  
F ra n c is  o f  S a le s  a l s o ,  f o r  in s ta n c e ,  o f f e r s  an o v e rly  d i l u t e  ch a rac ­
t e r i z a t io n  o f "m y s tic a l experience"*  " [M y s tic a l]  co n tem pla tion  i s  sim­
p ly  th e  m in d 's  lo v in g , unmixed, perm anent a t t e n t io n  t o  th e  th in g s  o f  
God" (On th e  Love o f God. 2 v o l s . ,  t r a n s .  John K. Ryan [Garden C ity , 
N . Ï . ] ,  Vol. I ,  p . 275; .
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v is io n s  a s  a  d e f in i t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  th e  m ystics*  h ig h e r  m y s tic a l 

s t a t e s  i s  u n d en iab ly  a  s a l i e n t  f e a tu r e  o f  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  m y s tic a l 

e x p e rie n c e s  o f  many g re a t  C h r is t ia n  m y stic s  such a s  A ngela o f  F o ligno  

and S t ,  T e re sa  o f A v ila  (w h ile , f o r  in s ta n c e ,  a s  f a r  a s  we know v is io n s  

c o n s t i tu te  th e  whole o f th e  profound  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  o f  th e  im por­

t a n t  1 4 th -c e n tu ry  E n ^ s h  m y s tic , J u l ia n  o f  N orw ich), Given th e se  

f a c t s  a s  w e ll a s  th e  g e n e ra l f a c t  t h a t  in  th e  Moslem, and more esp e­

c i a l l y  in  th e  Jew ish  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n ,  v is io n s  a re  g e n e ra l ly  c o n s i­

d e red  to  be s ig n i f ic a n t  and genuine m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , w hatever 

v a lu e  i s  p la ce d  on v is io n s  v i s - a - v i s  o th e r  ty p e s  o f  m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

e n ce s , i t  i s  on ly  re a so n a b le , to  my mind, to  ag ree  w ith  T e resa  t h a t  

th e y  a re  n o t mere in e s s e n t i a l  concom itan ts o f  m y s tic a l e x p e rien ce s  b u t 

a re  them selves genuine m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s .

M oreover, i t  seems to  me t h a t  th e re  i s  a  re a so n a b le  u se , and 

th e  one which I  w i l l  employ, o f  th e  lo c u tio n  "m y stic a l ex p e rien ce"  

w ith in  w estern  m ysticism  such t h a t  th e  e x te n s io n  o f  t h i s  lo c u tio n  q u ite  

c l e a r ly  in c lu d e s  v is io n s ,  I  w i l l  u se  th e  lo c u tio n  " m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

ence" to  in c lu d e  m in im ally , e x p e rien ces  ( in  t h i s  l i f e )  in  th e  w estern  

t h e i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n  which a re  o r  in c lu d e  th e  p u rp o rte d  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  

n a tu re  a n d /o r  p resen ce  o f  God and a n g e ls  (ifere th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e

Compare t h i s  w ith  Jean  G erso n 's  d e f in i t io n  o f  "union" and 
"m y stic a l ex p e rie n c e " : "T h is  ex p erim en ta l union i s  a  sim ple and a c tu a l  
p e rc e p tio n  o f  God , , , We th u s  a r r iv e  a t  an e x a c t ,  condensed d e f in i ­
t i o n  o f m y stic  th eo lo g y , by say in g : I t  i s  an ex p erim en ta l p e rc e p tio n  o f 
God" (P o u la in , G races, p .  8 l ) ,  My usage o f  " m y s tic a l ex p e rien ce"  i s  
s u b s ta n t i a l ly  in  agreem ent w ith  P o u la in *s and Dom B u t l e r 's  (C f, p ,
I v i i i  o f  B u t l e r 's  W estern M ysticism  [New York, 1 9 6 6 ]). P o u la in  and 
B u tle r  do n o t e x p l i c i t l y  in c lu d e  th e  apprehension  o f  th e  n a tu re  and 
p resen ce  o f  a n g e ls  b u t,  n o t on ly  do I  th in k  t h a t  th e  claim ed a p p re -  
hensicn  o f  an g e ls  them selves c o n s t i tu t e s  a  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e , b u t in  
C hapter Two I  advance c e r ta in  c o n s id e ra tio n s  which su g g est th a t  th e  
app rehension  of an  "an g e l"  i s ,  under th e  a p p ro p ria te  c ircu m stan ces , th e
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n a tu re  a n d /o r  th e  p resence  o f  God and a n g e ls  i s  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly ,  and in  

f a c t  i s  n o t  u s u a lly ,  sense  p e r c e p t io n .)  I t  may w e ll he t h a t  o th e r  

s o r t s  o f  ex p e rien ces  can f e l i c i t o u s l y  he re g a rd e d  a s  m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

e n c e s , b u t  a t  l e a s t  (p u rp o rte d )  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  n a tu re  a n d /o r  p r e ­

sence o f God and a n g e ls  sh o u ld  be re g a rd e d  a s  m y s tic a l e x p e rien c e s  in  

th e  w estern  t h e i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n s .  V is io n s  p u rp o r te d ly  a re  o r  p ro v id e  a  

p e rc e p tio n , o f te n  p u ta t iv e  sense p e rc e p t io n s ,  o f  th e  n a tu re  a n d /o r  th e

p resen ce  o f  God and a n g e ls—and , a s  su ch , a re  genuine m y s tic a l e x p e r i-  

42e n c e s .

apprehension  o f  God,
I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  t h i s  u se  o f  "m y s tic a l e x p e rien c e"  ex c lu d es  th e  

ex p e rien ce  o f  " u n d if f e r e n t ia te d  u n ity "  which S tace  d e s ig n a te s  th e  " in ­
t r o v e r t i  ve m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e ."  In  th e  f i r s t  p la c e ,  th e  ty p e  o f 
ex p e rien ce  which Zaehner c a l l s  a  " t h e i s t i c  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e ,"  and 
which S tace  o m its , w i l l  be subsumed under th e  d e f in i t io n  o f  " m y s tic a l 
ex p e rie n ce "  o f fe re d  h e re . Secondly , i f  one w ishes t o  re g a rd  my d e f i ­
n i t i o n  a s  amendable so  a s  a d d i t io n a l ly  t o  in c lu d e , i f  sense  can be 
made o f  i t ,  th e  s t a t e  o f  " u n d if f e r e n t ia te d  u n i ty ,"  I  have no o b jec ­
t io n s  . I  only  want a t  l e a s t  t o  in c lu d e  w ith in  th e  n o tio n  o f  "m y s tic a l 
e x p e rien ces"  th e  s o r t s  o f  ex p e rie n ce s  I  have d e s ig n a te d  h e re .

^ i n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  w hile p ro p o sin g  an e f f e c tu a l ly  b ro ad e r d e f in i ­
t io n  th an  mine o f  a  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  o f  God—v iz .  m ystic ism  a s  "an 
Immediate knowledge o f  God a t ta in e d  in  t h i s  p re s e n t  l i f e  th ro u g h  p e r ­
so n a l r e l ig io u s  e x p e rien ce"—The Oxford D ic tio n a ry  o f Church H is to ry  
( 1958» s . v .  "M ysticism ") in t im a te s  t h a t  v is io n s  (and e c s t a s i e s !) a re  
n o t  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s , e rro n eo u s ly  add ing  t h a t  " in  th e  h ig h e s t  s t a t e  
o f  s p i r i t u a l  m arriage th e y  no rm ally  c e a s e ."
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"PERCEIVING" GOD AND ANGELS

W estern t h e i s t i c  r e l ig io n s  f ig u r e s  who have m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

ences n o t in f r e q u e n t ly  p ro fe s s  e i t h e r  t o  have a c tu a l ly  seen , to u ch ed , 

e t c ,  God o r  an a n g e l, o r  make c la im s which e n t a i l  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  

a r e  l i t e r a l l y  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le .  An (a p p a re n t)  in c o n s is te n c y  between 

such  ftiai THR and th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  non -m ystic  w estern  r e l i ­

g io u s  d isc o u rse  makes th e se  c la im s o f  w estern  m y stic s  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  

d e v ia n t w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  non—m ystic  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  In  

o rd e r  to  d e l in e a te  t h i s  (ap p a ren t)  in c o n s is te n c y , I  w i l l  ana lyze  in  

t h i s  c h a p te r  th e  most f re q u e n t and p r in c ip a l  argum ents advanced t o  

s u p p w t th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a r e ,  in  them­

s e lv e s ,  sense im p e rc e p tib le , I  w i l l  a s s e s s  which f e m u la t io n  o f  th e  

th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  nrim a f a c ie  c o n tr a d ic ts  d e s c r ip t iv e  r e p o r ts  in  

th e  m y s tic a l d isc o u rse  o f  a l le g e d  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls ,  

I  w i l l  conclude by su g g es tin g  a  model by which we can b e t t e r  under­

s ta n d  how God and a n g e ls  cou ld  be in c o rp o re a l ,  a s  c la im ed  in  th e  w est­

e rn  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e , y e t  be sen se  p e r c e p t ib le ,  a s  im p lied  by 

m ystics*  c la im s o f  having  a c tu a l ly  seen , to u ch ed , e t c ,  th e se  b e in g s .

C onsider th e  fo llo w in g  c e le b ra te d  v is io n s  in  th e  Judeo- 

C h r is t ia n  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n .  I s a i a h  i s  re c o rd e d  a s  say in g  o f h i s

24
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d ram atic  en co u n te r w ith  God, t h a t

I n  th e  y e a r  t h a t  King U zziah d ie d  I  saw th e  Lord s i t t i n g  
upon a  th ro n e , h ig h  and l i f t e d  up ; and h i s  t r a i n  f i l l e d  
th e  tem p le . Above him s to o d  th e  seraphim ; each had s ix  
wings* w ith  two he covered h is  f a c e ,  and w ith  two he covered 
h i s  f e e t ,  and w ith  two he f le w . . . . Woe i s  me! . , . f o r  
my eyes have seen  th e  K ing, th e  Lord o f  h o s ts !  Then flew  
one o f  th e  seraphim  to  me, having  in  h i s  hand a  b u rn in g  co a l 
which he had tak en  w ith  to n g s  ftom  th e  a l t a r .  And he touched 
my mouth . . .  1

In  E z ek ie l th e  p ro p h e t E z e k ie l’s  even more v iv id ly  d ram a tic  en co u n te r

w ith  God i s  described*

As I  was among th e  e x i l e s  by th e  r i v e r  Chebar, th e  heavens 
were opened, and I  saw v is io n s  o f  God. . . . As I  looked ,
beh o ld , a  s tro n g  wind came ou t o f  th e  n o r th ,  and a  g re a t
c lo u d , w ith  b r ig h tn e s s  round abou t i t ,  , . . [he  se e s  fo u r
a n g e ls  come from th e  storm  c lo u d ] And above th e  firm am ent
over t h e i r  heads th e re  was th e  l ik e n e s s  o f  a  th ro n e , in  
appearance l ik e  s a p p h ire ; and s e a te d  above th e  l ik e n e s s  o f  a  
th ro n e  was a  l ik e n e s s  a s  i t  were o f a  human form . And upward 
from what had th e  appearance o f  h is  lo in s  I  saw a s  i t  were 
gleam ing b ro n ze , l i k e  th e  appearance o f  f i r e  en c lo sed  round 
ab o u t; and downward from what had th e  appearance o f  h is  l o in s ,
I  saw a s  i t  were th e  appearance o f  f i r e ,  and th e r e  was b r ig h t ­
n e ss  round about him .2

The s ix te e n th -c e n tu ry  m y stic , S t .  T e resa  o f A v ila , say s  o f  h e r  e c s ta s y ,

s in c e  im m orta lized  by B e rn in i ,  t h a t

I  saw an angel c lo se  by me, on my l e f t  s id e ,  in  b o d ily  form ,
. . .  He was n o t la r g e ,  b u t sm all o f  s t a tu r e  and most b e a u ti­
f u l —h is  face  b u rn in g , a s  i f  he were one o f  th e  h ig h e s t

I s a ia h  6*1-2 and 6*5-7 . Jerem iah , i n  d e s c r ib in g  how God’s  
c a l l  came t o  him, say s  t h a t  "Then th e  Lord p u t  f o r th  h is  hand and 
touched  my mouth; and th e  Lord s a id  t o  me, ’Behold, I  have p u t my 
words in  you r mouth’" (Jerem iah  1*9).

2
E z e k ie l 1*1, 4 , 26 -28 . E z e k ie l s e e s  God in  t h i s  same fa sh io n  

on s e v e ra l  o th e r  o ccasio n s  (E ze k ie l 3*23, 8*2, and 4 3 * 3 ). In  th e  
ex p erien ce  reco rd ed  in  C hapter 8 , God to u ch es  E z e k ie l in  a  manner rem i­
n is c e n t  o f  s im i la r  to u ch es i n  th e  th eo p h an ie s  t o  I s a ia h  and Jerem iah* 
"He p u t f o r th  th e  form o f  a  hand, and took  me by a  lo ck  o f  my h e ad ."
In  o th e r  th eo p h an ies  to  th e  p ro p h e ts , Amos s e e s  " th e  Lord s ta n d in g  
b e s id e  th e  a l t a r "  (Amos 9 * l)  and M ical ah "saw th e  Lord s i t t i n g  on h is  
th ro n e , and a l l  th e  h o s t o f  heaven s ta n d in g  b e s id e  him on h i s  r ig h t  
hand and on h is  l e f t "  ( l  Kings 22*19; see a l s o  I I  Chron, 18*18).
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a n g e ls , who seem t o  he a l l  o f  f i r e *  th e y  must he th o se  
whom we c a l l  cheruhira, , , , I  saw in  h is  hand a  lo n g  
sp e a r  o f  g o ld , and a t  th e  i r o n 's  p o in t  th e re  seemed to  be 
a  l i t t l e  f i r e .  He appeared  t o  me t o  be th r u s t in g  i t  a t  
tim es in to  my h e a r t  . . . ^

And th e  v is io n  d u rin g  which S t .  F ra n c is  o f  A s s is i  i s  re p u te d  to  have

re c e iv e d  th e  s tig m a ta  i s  d e sc rib e d  a s  fo llow s*

He saw coming tow ard him a  Seraph w ith  s ix  f i e r y  r e s p le n ­
d e n t w ings, approach ing  him in  s w if t  f l i g h t .  [ F ra n c is ]  
cou ld  make Him ou t and saw c le a r ly  t h a t  He had th e  l ik e n e s s  
o f  a  C ru c if ie d  Man, and H is wings were so p la ce d  t h a t  two 
were above th e  head , two were a rch ed  in  f l i g h t ,  and th e  
o th e r  two covered H is e n t i r e  body.^

P a r a l l e l l i n g  th e s e  e x p e rien ces  in  th e  Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  t r a d i ­

t io n  a re  m y s tic a l e x p e rien c e s  in  th e  Is la m ic  t r a d i t i o n  about which 

J .  S . Trimingham s ta t e s  in  The S u fi O rders in  Islam  th a t

A v is u a l iz a t io n  o f God [b e s id e s  t h a t  o f  s a in t s  and a n g e ls ]
even was p o s s ib le .  We re a d  in  a  Çiâdixî manual in  th e  s e c t io n  
d e s c r ib in g  th e  c o n d itio n s  governing  th e  F o rty -d ay  R e tre a t  . . . 
'And i f ,  d u rin g  th e  course  o f h is  r e t r e a t ,  a  form re v e a l  i t ­
s e l f  t o  him and say , " I  am God," he should  r e p ly ,  "P ra is e  i s  
due to  God (a lo n e )!  nay r a th e r  thou  a r t  by God"; and i f  i t  be
f o r  t e s t i n g  i t  w i l l  v a n ish ; b u t i f  i t  rem ain i t  w i l l  be a
genuine theophany . . .  in  an outward form which does n o t 
c o n tr a d ic t  tanzTh b i  l a i s a , * t h a t  i s ,  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  'exemp­
t io n ,  ' th e  wholly o th e r ,  t h a t  God ' i s  n o t ' in  any way l ik e  
H is c r e a tu r e s .5

The r e c ip ie n t  o f  such m y s tic a l ex p erien ces  m ight d e sc r ib e  h is  

ex p erien ce  by say in g , " I  have ju s t  seen  God (o r  an a n g e l ) ,"  o r  " I  have 

j u s t  to u c te d  ( o r  been touched  by) God (o r  an a n g e l) ,"  W ithin th e  non-

^ S t. T e resa , L i f e . Ch. 29*16, 17»

^"The C o n s id e ra tio n s  on th e  Holy S tig m a ta ,"  in  The L i t t l e  
Flow ers o f  S t .  F ran c is  and O ther F ran c iscan  W ritin g s , t r a n s .  Serge 
Hughes (New York, 1964), p . 165. In  h is  pro logue to  The M ind's Road 
to  God, Bonaventura say s  th a t  to  him " th e re  o ccu rred  t h a t  m irac le  
which happened in  th e  same p la c e  to  th e  b le s s e d  F ra n c is  h im se lf , th e  
v is io n  namely o f  th e  winged Seraph in  th e  l ik e n e s s  o f th e  C ru c if ie d "  
(p p . 3 -4 ) .

^Trimingham, The S u fi O rders in  Is la m , p .  190.
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m y stic  Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  (and Is la m ic )  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e s  such c la im s 

a re  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd. In  th e  Jew ish  and C h r is t ia n  t r a d i t i o n s ,  the  

oddness o f c la im s o f o s te n s iv e  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls  has 

o f te n  been reco g n ized  and has been a  sou rce  o f unesisiness in  th e o lo g i­

c a l  d is c u s s io n s  o f  m y s tic a l phenomena. (Even contem porary C h r is t ia n  

th e o lo g ia n s  and  b i b l i c a l  commentators o f te n  f e e l  com pelled to  p ro v id e  

some, even i f  c r y p t ic ,  e x p la n a tio n  t o  a m e lio ra te  th e  u n e a s in e ss  occa­

s io n ed  by th e  a p p a ren t sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls  by th e  

s a i n t s ,  p ro p h e ts , e t c . )

A ugustine r e tu r n s  r e p e a te d ly ,  most n o ta b ly  in  a  lo n g  d isc u s s io n  

in  On th e  T r in i ty , to  th e se  ap p a ren t sense  p e rc e p tio n s  in  an a tte m p t to  

v i t i a t e  th e  tendency  t o  i n t e r p r e t  them l i t e r a l l y . ^  In  h is  d isc u s s io n  

in  On th e  T r in i ty  o f th e  Old Testam ent th e o p h a n ie s , he ex p re sse s  h is  

apprehension  by  say ing  th a t

In  th e  p e r p le x i ty  o f  t h i s  in q u iry ,  . „ . we must ask , 
f i r s t ,  w hether th e  F a th e r , o r  th e  Son, o r  th e  Holy S p i r i t ;  
o r  w hether, sometimes th e  F a th e r , sometimes th e  Son, some­
tim es  th e  Holy S p i r i t ;  o r  w hether . . , th e  T r in i ty  i t s e l f  
appeared  t o  th e  F a th e rs  by th o se  form s o f  th e  c re a tu re  . . .  '

and goes on t o  d ism iss  those  who, f o r  exam ple, "w ith  an over c a rn a l

mind, have th o u g h t th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  Word o f God, . . . th e  on ly  Son

See A ugustine , On th e  T r in i ty , Bk. I I ,  Chs. 6 -18 , and Bk. I l l ,  
Chs. 10-11; The C ity  o f  God. Bk. X, Ch. 13; L i t e r a l  Commentary on 
G en esis , Bk. X II . Follow ing A u g u s t in e 's 'd is c u s s io n , S t .  Thomas s e v e ra l  
tim es d is c u s s e s  th e  manner in  which i t  i s  p ro p e r  to  say  t h a t  God and 
a n g e ls  a re  see n , p r in c ip a l ly  u s in g  M oses' and S t .  P a u l 's  v is io n s  a s  th e  
b a s is  o f  h is  c o n s id e ra t io n s ;  see  Thomas A quinas, Summa T heo lo g ica , P t .  
I ,  Q. 12, A r t .  1-11 and Q. 51, A rt. 2 ; P t .  I I ,  I I ,  Q. 173, A r t. 1-3 
and Q. 1751 Summa C on tra  G e n t i le s , Chs. 47 and 51#

^A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty , Bk. I I ,  Ch. 7 , in  B as ic  W ritings 
o f  S a in t  A ugustine, 2 v o l s , ,  e d , W hitney J ,  O ates (New York, 1948), 
U nless o th erw ise  in d ic a te d , p assag es  c i t e d  from On th e  T r in i ty  and The 
C ity  o f  God w i l l  be ta k e n  from t h i s  e d i t io n .
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O
o f God, , , , t o  be v i s i b l e , "  In  t h i s  c e n tu ry , Evelyn U n d e rh ill  has 

o f fe re d  a  g e n e ra l in d ic tm en t o f  a  l i t e r a l i s t i c  c o n s tru a l  o f  th e  o s ten ­

s iv e  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  v is io n s  and lo c u t io n s ;

M a te r ia l i s t i c  p i e ty  o f t h i s  k in d , which would have us 
b e lie v e  t h a t  S t ,  Anthony o f  Padua r e a l l y  h e ld  th e  I n fa n t  
C h r is t  i n  h is  arm s, and t h a t  th e  Holy Ghost t r u l y  to ld  th e  
B lessed  Angela o f F o lig n o  th a t  He loved  h e r  b e t t e r  th an  any 
o th e r  woman in  th e  Vsile o f  S p o le to , , , , tu rn s  dreams in to  
m ira c le s  and d rag s  down th e  sym bolic v is io n s  o f g en iu s  to  
th e  l e v e l  o f  p io u s  h a llu c in a tic m  ,9

K. E . K irk , in  The V ision  o f  God, say s  o f  th e  e a r l i e s t  w r i t te n  

Jew ish  r e a c t io n  t o  su g g ested  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  Godi

The a t t i t u d e  . . , o f  Old Testam ent w r i te r s  tow ard  t h i s  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f se e in g  God was n o t u n eq u iv o ca l. W hatever 
ex p erien ce  th e  p h rase  embodied f o r  them was hedged about w ith  
c a u tio n s  suid r e s e r v a t io n s . • • . an id o la t ro u s  mind m ight [ i t  
was th o u g h t]  r e a d i ly  be le d  by th e  words t o  confound th e  
v i s ib l e  p la c e  and symbols o f  Jahw eh 's  h a b i ta t io n  w ith  th e  
i n v i s ib l e  God h im se lf .  Throughout th e  sa c re d  t e x t s ,  th e r e fo r e ,  
e d i to r s  developed th e  h a b i t  o f  s u b s t i tu t in g  th e  p h ra se  ’appear 
b e fo re  Jahweh* o r  ’be seen  by Jahweh* f o r  th e  p h rase  ’see 
Jahw eh .’lO

Moses Madmonides re c o g n iz e s  th e  p ro b le m a tic  n a tu re  o f  th e  p u ta t iv e  

sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  v is io n s  in  h is  d is c u s s io n  in  The.Guide f o r  th e  

P erp lexed  o f  th e o p h a n ie s , and e p ip h a n ie s  o f a n g e ls ,  and ta k e s  an ex­

c eed in g ly  s t r i c t  view o f  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  n o t u n d e rs tan d in g  them 

l i t e r a l l y *

You must know t h a t  whenever S c r ip tu re  r e l a t e s  t h a t  th e  Lord

® Ib id ., Bk, I I ,  Ch. 8 .

^Evelyn U n d e rh il l ,  M ysticism  (New York, 1961), p .  26?.

^^Kenneth E . K irk , The V ision  o f  God (New York, 1966), p p . 11- 
14. W alther E ich ro d t d is c u s s e s ,  in  h i s  Theology o f  th e  Old Testam ent 
( t r a n s .  J .  A. B aker, P h ila d e lp h ia ,  1961), th e  i n s e r t io n  o f th e  appre­
hension  o f  an in te rm e d ia ry  f o r  an apprehension  o f God by th e  e d i to r s  
o f th e  e a r l i e s t  t r a n s la t io n s  and p a rap h ra se s  o f  th e  Hebrew S c r ip tu r e s .  
See V ol. I ,  p p . 218-219. A lso see th e  New C a th o lic  E ncycloped ia , s .v ,  
"Theophany,"
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o r an angel spoke t o  a  p e rso n , t h i s  to o k  p la c e  in  a  dream 
o r in  a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  , , , i n  p r o p te t ic  a l l e g o r ie s  c e r ­
t a in  o b je c ts  a re  seen , a c ts  perform ed . . .  a l l  th e se  th in g s  
are  o n ly  p ro c e sse s  o f  a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  and n o t  r e a l  th in g s  
th a t  co u ld  be p e rc e iv e d  by th e  sen ses  o f  th e  body,^^

M artin  Buber perhaps b e s t  s t a t e s  th e  problem  r a i s e d  by o s te n s iv e  sense

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  when, in  opening h is  d is c u s s io n  in  Hoses

o f  th e se  p ro b le m a tic  f e a tu re s  o f v is io n s  i n  th e  Jew ish  c an o n ic a l books,

he comments th a t

when we a re  to ld  in  B ib l ic a l  accoun ts  o f  e a r ly  ex p e rien ces  
o f  God th a t  He l e t  H im self "be seen" by H is b e l ie v e r s  ( th e  
r e a l  sense  o f th e  v e rb a l form which i s  cu s to m arily  t r a n s la t e d  
as  "a p p e a red "), we f e e l  o u rse lv e s  bound t o  ask  what i t  means;
• • • an in v i s ib le  God who, however, becomes v i s ib l e  a t  w i l l .
How, a s  w hat, w herein does He become visible?

I I

The q u eem ess  o f  v is u a l ,  t a c t i l e ,  e t c ,  tauLk about th e  e x p e r i­

ence o f God stem s in  g e n e ra l from th e  c e n t r a l  t e n e t  o f  th e  Ju d eo - 

C h r is t ia n  and Moslem th e o lo g ic a l  t r a d i t i o n s  t h a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l .  

Even w ith in  th e  m ystic  t r a d i t i o n ,  in c o r p o re a l i ty  i s  reco g n ized  a s  a  

d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e —e ,g ,  Pseudo-D ionysius, th e  f i f th - c e n tu r y  m y stic  and 

th e o lo g ia n  whose m y s tic a l w r itin g s  were ex trem ely  i n f l u e n t i a l  on th e  

C h r is t ia n  m edieval m y stic s , keeps r e i t e r a t i n g  th e  " im m a te r ia l i ty  and 

i n d i v i s i b i l i t y  o f  God,"

M oreover, th e  b iz a r re n e s s  o f  c la im in g  to  s e e ,  h e a r , to u c h , 

t a s t e ,  and sm ell God i s  compounded by two Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  th e o lo g ic a l  

d o c tr in e s ;  th e  e s s e n t i a l  p re d ic a t io n  o f  th e  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s  and th e  

tim e le s s n e s s  o f  God, A ccording t o  th e  fo rm er, God i s  n o t s im ply  i n -

Maimonides, G uide, P t ,  I I ,  Chs, 4 l  and 4 6 ,
12M artin  B uber, Moses, th e  R ev e la tio n  and th e  Covenant (New 

York, 1958), pp. 116-117.
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13c o rp o re a l I He i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  in c o rp o re a l , ^ On t h i s  view  i t  i s  a  

n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  t h a t  i f  a  ce ir ta in  b e in g  i s  God, t h a t  b e in g  must be in ­

c o rp o re a l ,  Thus, th e  p ro p o n en ts  o f  t h i s  view  m ight say  t h a t  j u s t  a s  i t  

i s  in c o h e re n t to  suppose th a t  one m ight see  th e  number th r e e ,  i t  i s  i n ­

co h e ren t to  th in k  t h a t  one m ight see  God* any e n t i t y  which one co u ld  

see  co u ld  n o t ^  God. The lo g ic a l  im p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  hav ing  a  tem pora l 

sen so ry  ex p erien ce  o f  God—e .g .  se e in g  o r to u ch in g  God a t  2*00 p .m .

June 3# 1973— i s  e n ta i le d  by th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e  th a t  God i s  

n e c e s s a r i ly  t i m e l e s s . S o m e  m y stic s  who have h e ld , a lo n g  w ith  many 

th e o lo g ia n s , t h a t  God i s  t im e le s s  in c lu d e  E ck h art and , a s  re p re s e n te d  

i n  t h i s  p a ssag e , N ich o las  o f Gusa* "Thy t r u e  fa c e  i s  f r e e d  from any 

l im i t a t i o n ,  i t  ha th  n e i th e r  q u a n ti ty  n o r q u a l i ty ,  n o r  i s  i t  o f  tim e o r 

p la c e .

S im ila r ly , th e  q u eern ess  o f p u rp o rte d  sense  p e rc e p tim is  o f  

a n g e ls  d e r iv e s  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  a n g e ls  a re  commonly h e ld  t o  be in c o r ­

po re  a]. i n  th e  te c h n ic a l  th e o lo g ic a l  t r a d i t i o n .  Thus, a s  a  s tro n g  re p ­

r e s e n ta t iv e  o f  t h i s  p o s i t io n ,  Madmonides say s  in  The Guide f o r  th e  

P e rp lex ed  th a t  "an g e ls  a re  in c o rp o re a l ,  and have no perm anent b o d ily

13The n e ce ssa ry  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f God i s ,  f o r  exam ple, h e ld  by 
Anselm (P roslogium , Ch. 6 ) ,  Aquinas ( Summa T heo lo g ica , P t .  I ,  Q. 3 ,
A r t .  l ) ,  and F r ie d r ic h  S ch leierm acher (The C h r is t ia n  F a i th , p a r a .  5 3 ) .  
The g re a t  I s la m ic  th e o lo g ia n , A l-G h azza li, a ls o  ap p ears  to  h o ld  t h a t  
God i s  n e c e s s ^ i l y  in c o rp o re a l*  "God and th e  so u l a re  . . . unconfined  
by space and tim e , and o u ts id e  th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f q u a n t i ty  and q u a l i ty ;  
n o r  can th e  id e a s  o f  shape, c o lo u r o r  s iz e  a t ta c h  t o  them . . .  in  con­
c e iv in g  o f  th e  u ltim a te  r e a l i t i e s ,  God and th e  s o u l ,  we f in d  o u rse lv e s  
i n  a  reg io n  i n  which sen se -co n cep ts  can b e a r  no p a r t "  (A l-G haszsili,
The Alchemy o f  H appiness, t r a n s .  Claud F ie ld  [L ahore , 1964], pp . 33-  
36 , i t a l i c s  m ine).

14T h is  d o c tr in e  i s ,  l i k e  God’s n e ce ssa ry  in c o r p o re a l i ty ,  a ls o  
h e ld  by Anselm, Aquinas, and S ch le ie rm ach er.

^ & ic h o la s  o f  Cusa, The V ision  o f God, t r a n s .  Emma Gurney S a l­
t e r  (New York, 196O), p . 23 .
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form  independen t o f  th e  mind [ o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t ] ,  th e y  e x i s t  e n t i r e ly  

i n  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  and depend on th e  a c t io n  o f  th e  im ag in a tiv e  

power . . Even r e l ig io u s  f ig u r e s  who them selves c la im  to  have

en coun tered  a n g e ls  a re  s c e p t ic a l  o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  having  l i t e r ­

a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  th e  a n g e l.  T h is  m ight be what i s  b e in g  in d ic a te d  in  

th e  h i s t o r i c a l  re c o rd  o f  th e  e a r ly  C h r is t ia n  church in  A cts where i t  

i s  c laim ed t h a t  a f t e r  an an g e l appeared  to  P e te r  w hile  he was in  p r i ­

so n , and spoke to  him and removed h is  s h a c k le s , P e te r  " d id  n o t know 

t h a t  what was done by th e  an g e l was r e a l ,  b u t th o u g h t he was se e in g  a  

v i s io n .

Under c e r ta in  c o n d it io n s , th e  co n cep tu a l problem s a r i s in g  from 

p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  a n g e ls  a re  n o t  sep a rab le  from th o se  

a r i s in g  from p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God. As M artin  Buber 

p o in ts  o u t,  a n g e ls

a re  alw ays reco rd ed  in  th e  e a r l i e r  S c r ip tu re s  w ithou t 
p e rso n a l names, and , so  to  say , w ith o u t p e rso n a l c h a ra c te r .
They a re  n o th in g  save th e  p e rc e p t ib le  in te rv e n tio n  o f  th e  
God i n  e v e n ts  ; which i s  sometimes made even more p la in  by 
th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e y  and YHVH H im self a re  a l t e r n a t e ly  named 
a s  sp e a k e rs .

I n  th e  e a r l i e r  ep ip h a n ie s  o f  th e  Old T estam ent, th e  b i b l i c a l  w r i te r s  

te n d  t o  t r e a t  th e  app rehension  o f  an an g e l and th e  apprehension  o f  God 

a s  in te rc h a n g e a b le , id e n t i f y in g  an an g e l sim ply aa  a  m a n ife s ta tio n  o f 

God, and i t  i s  on ly  l a t e r  t h a t  b i b l i c a l  w r i te r s  c o n s is te n t ly  re g a rd

^ ^ a im o n id e s . Guide. P t .  I ,  Ch. 49 (see  a l s o  P t .  I I ,  Ch. 4 2 ) . 
A lso  c f .  Thomas A quinas, Summa T h eo lo g ica , P t .  I ,  Q. 5 0 . (Thomas 
h o ld s  t h a t  a n g e ls , l i k e  God, a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  in c o rp o re a l .)

^"^Acts 12x9.

^®Buber, Moses, p .  39.
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19a n g e ls  a s  b e ings d i s t i n c t  from God, ^ While f o r  th e  most p a r t  th e  

m edieval C h r is t ia n  m y stics  re g a rd  v is io n s  o f  a n g e ls  a s  v is io n s  o f  

b e in g s  d i s t i n c t  from (c re a te d  by) God, M e is te r  E ck h art does come c lo se  

t o  echo ing  th e  im p l ic i t  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  o f th e  e a r l i e r  b i b l i c a l  

w r i te r s  when he s t a t e s  t h a t

The a u th o r i t i e s  te a c h  th a t  n ex t to  th e  f i r s t  em anation , 
which i s  th e  Son coming o u t o f  th e  F a th e r ,  th e  a n g e ls  a re  
most l ik e  God. . . . th e  so u l a t  i t s  h ig h e s t  i s  farm ed l ik e  
God, b u t an an g e l g iv e s  a  c lo s e r  id e a  o f  him . That i s  a l l  
an angel is*  an id e a  o f  God.^O

In  ca se s  where th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f an an g e l i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  p e r ­

c e p tio n  o f  God, in s te a d  o f p ro b le m a tic a lly  su g g e s tin g  t h a t  th e  in c o r ­

p o re a l  b e in g s , a n g e ls , a re  sense p e r c e p t ib le ,  such v is io n s  w i l l  sim ply 

r a i s e  th e  problem  o f  how God H im self cou ld  be sen se  p e r c e p t ib le .

A ll Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  non-m ystics do n o t ,  o f  c o u rse , su b sc r ib e  

t o  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s it io n  th a t  God and a n g e ls  a r e  ( n e c e s s a r i ly )

^ T h e  b i b l i c a l  s c h o la r ,  George E. M endenhall, d is c u s s e s  t h i s  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  in  The Tenth G eneration  (B a ltim o re , M aryland, 1973)» PP. 
59 -61 . P assages in  which th e  a c t io n s  o f  a n g e ls  and God a re  used  i n t e r ­
changeably  and t h e i r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  e v id e n t in c lu d e  th e  account in  
G enesis 18 o f th e  th re e  a n g e ls  who come t o  Abraham (whose speech i s  
in tro d u ce d  by "and th e  Lord s a id " ) ,  th e  accoun t o f  Jacob  w re s tl in g  
w ith  an an g e l ( i . e .  God* "For I  have seen God fa c e  to  fa c e  . . . " )  in  
G enesis 32*24-30, th e  c a l l  o f  Gideon (where " th e  a n g e l o f  th e  Lord" i s  
ju x tap o sed  w ith  " th e  Lord") in  Judges 6*11-24, and th e  an g e l ("we have 
seen God") who appeared  to  Sam son's p a re n ts  in  Judges 13*2-22. Men­
d e n h a ll  a ls o  a rgues t h a t  th e  New Testam ent m a rty r , S tephen , i d e n t i f i e s  
an an g e l w ith  God in  A cts 7*37-38. E ic h ro d t, w h ile  n o t p ro p o sin g  a  
d i s t i n c t  tem pora l p ro g re ss io n  from th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  apprehen­
s io n  o f  an an g e l w ith  th e  apprehension  o f  God to  a  l a t e r  d i s t in c t io n  
between th e  apprehension  of God o r  o f  an an g e l a s  two d i s t i n c t  b e in g s , 
p o in ts  o u t numerous in s ta n c e s  o f th e  fo rm er i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  in  h i s  d i s ­
cu ssio n  o f  t h i s  phenomenon in  The Theology o f  th e  Old Testam ent (V ol.
n, p. 24 f.).

^^M eister E c k h a rt. p .  I4 l  ( i t a l i c s  m in e). The in te rc h a n g e ­
a b i l i t y  o f  an app rehension  o f  an an g e l and an ap p reh en sio n  o f God i s  
r e f l e c te d  in  th e  v is io n s ,  no ted  above, o f  S t .  F ra n c is  o f  A s s is i  and 
B onaventura in  which th e  apprehension  o f  a  se rap h  was i d e n t i f i e d  a s  
th e  app rehension  o f C h r is t .
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im p e rc e p tib le  to  th e  sen ses  and n e i th e r  do a l l  m y stic s  c la im  t o  have 

m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s  in v o lv in g  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and angels*  

However, f o r  convenience I  w i l l  sim ply r e f e r  in  t h i s  e ssa y  t o  th e  im­

p o r ta n t  s u b -c la s s  o f  th o se  i n  th» Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n  

(and o c c a s io n a lly  where a p p ro p ria te  to  th o se  in  th e  Moslem t r a d i t i o n )

who do ho ld  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  sense  im p e rc e p tib le  a s  th e  " u se rs
21o f  n o n -m y stica l o r  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  language"* e .go  

A ugustine, P seudo-D ionysius, Maimonides, Thomas A quinas. C onversely ,

I  w i l l  u se  lo c u t io n s  l i k e  " m y s tic a l (o r  m y stic ) r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse "  

and " u se rs  o f  m y s tic a l (o r  m y stic )  r e l ig io u s  language" to  denote th e  

la rg e  s u b -c la s s  o f  w estern  t h e i s t s  who d e sc r ib e  t h e i r  m y s tic a l e x p e r i­

ences in  term s o f (a p p a re n t)  sense  p e rc e p tio n s , o r  a t  l e a s t  e x p e r i­

ences c lo s e ly  analogous t o  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s ,  o f  God and angels*  e .g .  

I s a ia h ,  E z e k ie l, Angela o f  F o lig n o , T e resa  o f  A v ila . "U sers o f  m y s ti-  

cail (o r  m y stic ) r e l ig i o u s  language" and s im ila r  e x p re ss io n s  w i l l  r e f e r  

t o  r e c ip ie n t s  o f  genuine m y s tic a l ex p e rien ces  in v o lv in g  a p p a re n t sense  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  who a re  n o t them selves m y stic s—reH gicus 

f ig u r e s  such a s  I s a ia h  and S t .  P e te r  in s o f a r  a s  t t e y  d id  n o t a c t iv e ly  

a ttem p t to  fo llo w  th e  U n itiv e  L ife —a s  w e ll a s  genuine m y stic s  l i lœ  

S t .  T e re sa . F in a l ly ,  re g a rd in g  what i s  m ostly  a  s u b -c la s s  o f  th e  

u s e rs  o f  m y s tic a l d is c o u rs e ,  I  w i l l  d e s ig n a te  th o se  in  th e  w estern  

t h e i s t i c  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n  who c la im  to  in  f a c t  have l i t e r a l  sense 

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls ,  o r  who would c la im  th a t  such p e rc e p -

I  w i l l  be p r im a r i ly ,  b u t n o t e x c lu s iv e ly , concerned w ith  th e  
m edieval u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  language s in c e  th e y  a re  both  
con tem poraries  w ith  th e  m y stic s  o f  the  Middle Ages on whom I  w i l l  
o f te n  be c o n c e n tra tin g  and a ls o  were immensely i n f l u e n t i a l  in  th e  
fo rm ation  and e x p re ss io n  o f  th e  o rthodox  th eo lo g y  o f  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  
r e l ig i o n s .
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t i o n s  a re  p o s s ib le ,  a s  th e  u s e rs  o f  " m y s tic a l (o r  m y stic )  l i t e r a l i s t  

d is c o u r s e ,"  o r ,  more p e rsp ic u o u s ly , a s  th e  "m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s , "

There a re  two ways in  w hich, because o f th e  d o c tr in e s  o f  th e  

in c a c p o r e a l i ty  o f  God and a n g e ls , c la im s o f  p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  

o f  th e se  b e in g s  can be th o u g h t t o  be l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t v i s - a - v i s  

th e  non -m ystic  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  The second o f  th e  two ways i s  th e  

czrux o f  th e  u n e a s in e ss  which th e se  m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s  o ccasion  in  

th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  o f  w estern  th e ism ,

( i )  The c la im s o f  th e  u s e r  o f  m y stic  d isc o u rse  can be a sse sse d  

s t r i c t l y  i n  th em se lv es . I t  may look  c o n tra d ic to ry  to  th e  u s e r  o f  

w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  o r  someone o u ts id e  o f  th e s e  r e l ig io u s  t r a ­

d i t i o n s  f o r  th e  u s e r  o f m ystic  d isc o u rse — say  I s a ia h  o r  S t .  T e re sa  o f 

A v ila—to  cla im  to  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e  a  b e in g , i . e .  God o r  an a n g e l, 

w hich, i t  i s  th o u g h t, th e  m y stic  b e l ie v e s  t o  be in c o rp o re a l .  Such 

c la im s may appear c o n tra d ic to ry  because o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  which th e  u s e r  

o f  non -m ystic  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e , o r  any n o n -m y stic , th in k s  h o ld s  

betw een p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  and in c o r p o r e a l i ty .

( i i )  The c la im s o f  th e  u s e r  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  can 

be a s se s se d  from th e  p o in t  o f  view o f  an a ttem p t t o  re c o n c ile  such 

c la im s w ith  th e  o rthodox t r a d i t i o n  in  q u e s tio n . In  t h i s  case  th e  u s e r  

o f  th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  re g a rd s  f ig u r e s  l i k e  

I s a i a h  and S t .  T e resa  a s  orthodox members o f  h is  th e o lo g ic a l  t r a d i t i o n  

who use  "God" and "an g e l"  to  r e f e r  t o  th e  same b e in g s  t o  which he 

r e f e r s  w ith  th e se  lo c u t io n s .  Hence he f e e l s  o b lig ed  t o  a m e lio ra te  th e  

p ro b le m a tic  n a tu re  o f  th e  claim  to  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e  th e s e  in c o rp o re a l  

b e in g s . H ere, ou t o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  th e  s a i n t ' s  o r  p r o p h e t 's  im p o rtan t 

p o s i t io n  o f  a u th o r i ty ,  th e  th e o lo g ia n  ta k e s  th e  c la im s o f  sen se  p e r -
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c e p tio n s  s e r io u s ly .  He w i l l  th e n  t r y  t o  o f f e r  an e x p la n a tio n  o f  th e se  

m y s tic a l ex p e rie n ce s  which i s  l e a s t  d is ru p t iv e  to  th e  orthodox th e o lo ­

g ic a l  p o s i t io n  w hile rem ain ing  a s  t r u e  a s  p o s s ib le  to  th e  p u rp o rted  

f a c t s  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s .

R egard ing  ( i ) ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  th e  e x te n t  to  which Old 

Testam ent f ig u r e s  such  a s  I s a ia h  and E z e k ie l th o u g h t t h a t  God and 

a n g e ls  were in c o rp o re a l .  The b i b l i c a l  t e x t s  them selves a re  n o t a s  

s t r a i ^ t f o r w a r d  a s  m ight be hoped in  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  t o  say  n o th in g  o f  

th e  problem s o f  d is t in g u is h in g  th e  a c tu a l  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  

e x p e rien ce  from  th e  w r i t e r 's  e x p re ss io n  and in t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  i t  in  

th o se  c a se s  where someone e ls e  has  reco rd ed  th e  p e r c ip i e n t 's  e x p e r i­

e n c e s . C e rta in  Old Testam ent p assag es  can be re ad  a s  in d ic a t in g  a  

ten d en cy  among th e  e a r l i e s t  I s r a e l i t e s  t o  conceive o f  God c a r p c re a l ly i  

c e r t a in ly  th e  e a r l i e s t  p o r t io n s  o f th e  Old Testam ent co n ta in  an th ropo­

m orphic im agery , W, F. A lb r ig h t,  though , in  Archaeology and th e  R e l i ­

g io n  o f  I s r a e l , say s  t h a t  by th e  e le v e n th  cen tu ry  B.C. th e  I s r a e l i t e s  

had a  r e l a t i v e l y  s ta b le  concept o f  Yahweh which included*

th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  God i s  in v i s ib le  t o  man excep t under s p e c ia l  
c o n d itio n s  and th a t  no g rap h ic  n o r p l a s t i c  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  
Him i s  p e rm is s ib le  ; th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  God i s  n o t r e s t r i c t e d  to  
any p a r t  o f  H is c r e a t io n ,  b u t i s  e q u a lly  a t  home in  heaven, 
in  th e  d e s e r t ,  o r  in  P a le s t in e

W ill ia m  F . A lb r ig h t, A rchaeology and th e  R e lig io n  o f I s r a e l  
(B a ltim o re , 1956), p .  116. W alther E ic h ro d t, in  Theology o f  th e  Old 
T estam en t, which was p u b lish ed  w e ll b e fo re  A lb r ig h t 's  book, appears 
t o  g ive  a  somewhat l a t e r  d a te  f o r  th e  developm ent o f  a  concepticai o f  
God a s  a  n o n -p h y sic a l b e in g . . (See V ol. I ,  pp . 211-212 and V ol. I I ,  
p p . 35- 3 6 . )  E ic h ro d t su g g ests  ( l )  th a t  th e  common people  o f  th e  
" e a r l i e r  p e r io d "  " . . .  understood  th e  anthropom orphic ex p re ss io n s  in  
a  q u ite  l i t e r a l  and co n c re te  way" (V ol. I ,  p .  2 1 l)  and (2 ) t h a t  th e  
"n a iv e  and co n c re te "  id e a  o f  G od's m a n ife s ta tio n  was e a s i ly  a s s o c ia te d  
w ith  th eo p h an ie s  g iven  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  tem ples o f  th e  pagans around 
th e  I s r a e l i t e s  h e ld  s ta tu e s ,  which had a c tu a l  f a c e s ,  e t c . ,  o f  gods.
( 1 ) ,  a s  E ic h ro d t h im se lf  sa y s , does n o t app ly  t o  th e  more s o p h is t ic a te d
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W ell b e fo re , th e n , m ost o f  th o se  m ajor p ro p h e tic  f ig u r e s  whose Old 

Testam ent e x p e rie n c e s  o f  th eo p h an ie s  a re  o f  concern  h e re , th e  n o tio n  

o f  God a s  in c o rp o re a l  seems to  have been f irm ly  en tren ch ed  i n  th e  

th o u g h t o f  th e  I s r a e l i t e s .  I  w i l l  assume i n  t h i s  e s sa y  t h a t ,  l i k e  th e  

m edieval m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s ,  th e  p ro p h e tic  f ig u r e s  such a s  I s a ia h  w ith  

whom I  am concerned d id  b e lie v e  t h a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l .  T h is assump­

t io n ,  to g e th e r  w ith  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  o rthodox  C h r is t ia n  and Moslem 

p o s i t io n s ,  t o  which th e  orthodox m y stic  f ig u r e s  o f  th e s e  t r a d i t i o n s  

su b sc r ib e , h o ld  th a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l ,  w i l l  be tak en  a s  im ply ing  

th a t  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  b e lie v e  t h a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l .

Even i f ,  however, th e  s u p p o s itio n  t h a t  th e s e  p ro p h e tic  f ig u r e s  

b e lie v e d  th a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l  i s  f e l t  t o  be u n s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  sub­

s ta n t i a t e d  because o f  a  la c k  o f d e f in i t i v e  ev id en ce , a l t e r n a t iv e  ( i i )  

i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  r a i s e  th e  is s u e  o f  how f ig u r e s  l i k e  I s a i a h  and S t .  

T e resa  could  be understood  a s  in  any sen se  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  God and 

an g e ls  w hile b e l ie v in g ,  and th e  th e o lo g ia n  would say  c o r r e c t ly ,  t h a t  

th e se  b e in g s  a re  in c o rp o re a l .  F u r th e r ,  th e r e  i s  good rea so n  to  th in k  

th a t  ( i i )  i s  in  f a c t  th e  m o tiv a tin g  re a so n  f o r  th e  concern in  th e  c r d i -

r e l ig io u s  le a d e r s .  I t  i s  such  le a d e r s  who ex p erien ced  th e  th eo p h an ies  
w ith  which t h i s  e ssa y  i s  concerned . R egarding  ( 2 ) ,  P ro fe s s o r  George 
M endenhall heis in d ic a te d  in  c o n v e rsa tio n  t h a t  th e  pagans in  th e  a re a  
would n o t have th o u g h t o f t h e i r  gods a s  c o rp o re a l ,  and th u s  th e  I s r a e l ­
i t e s  co u ld  n o t  have borrowed th e  n o tio n  o f  a  c o rp o re a l d e i ty  from 
them, and in  g e n e ra l ,  M endenhall a g re e s  w ith  A lb r ig h t 's  assessm en t 
th a t  v e ry  e a r ly  th e  I s r a e l i t e s  conceived  o f  God a s  in c o rp o re a l .  (For 
a  d isc u s s io n  o f th e  r a d ic a l  b reak  o f  th e  I s r a e l i t e  from o th e r  a n c ie n t 
Near E a s t co n cep tio n s o f  th e  d e a i ty  see  G. E . W right, The Old Testam ent 
A gainst I t s  Environm ent [C hicago, 1950], p p . 2 0 -2 9 .)  In  any e v e n t, 
E ich ro d t th in k s  th a t  th e  n o tio n  t h a t  God i s  n o t c o rp o re a l was p re v a le n t 
by th e  tim e o f  th e  m ajor p ro p h e tic  f ig u r e s  w ith  whose th eo p h an ic  expe­
r ie n c e s  t h i s  e ssa y  i s  concerned . (See e .g .  E ic h ro d t,  Theology o f  th e  
Old T estam ent, Vol. I I ,  p .  2 1 .)
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naxy th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  to  acco u n t f o r  th e  c la im s o f  orthodox 

f ig u re s  t o  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e  God and a n g e ls .

T h is  i s  c l e a r ly  A u g u s tin e 's  re a so n  f o r  so  e x te n s iv e ly  d is c u s -
23s in g  th e  appearances o f  God and a n g e ls  to  men. I n  th e  passage c i t e d  

24above from  Moses, M artin  Buber say s  t h a t  "we f e e l  o u rse lv e s  bound t o

ask  • , • [how] an in v i s ib l e  God • • • becomes v i s ib l e  a t  w i l l "  when

"we a re  t o l d  in  B ib l ic a l  acco u n ts  o f  e a r ly  e x p e rie n c e s  o f  God t h a t  He

l e t  H im self 'b e  s e e n ’ . . ."  I t  i s  n o t  i n t e l l e c t t a l  c u r io s i ty  which

m o tiv a te s  B u b e r 's  q u e ry , I  th in k  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  he assumes t h a t

th e se  e a r ly  B ib l ic a l  acco u n ts  r e f e r  t o  th e  same in c o rp o re a l  d e i ty  he

c a l l s  "God" and, ta k in g  t h e i r  r e l ig io u s  a u th o r i ty  s e r io u s ly ,  f e e l s

o b lig a te d , "bound ," to  e x p la in  t h e i r  p u z z lin g  e x p e r ie n c e s . S im ila r ly ,

D ionysius th e  A reopag ite  says*

The sa c re d  w r i te r s  . . . have [som etim es] gained  t h e i r  
images from c e r ta in  heaven ly  v is io n s  . . . and . . . have 
c lo th e d  [ th e  superlum inous nam eless Goodness] i n  human 
( f i e r y  o r amber) shapes o r fo rm s, and have spoken o f  I t s  Eyes, 
and E a rs , and H a ir, and F ace, and Hands, and Wings, and Fea­
th e r s ,  and Arms, and Back P a r t s ,  and F e e t;  . . . Only we must 
have a  ca re  l e s t ,  in  expounding th e s e  d i f f e r e n t  form s and 
f ig u r e s  we u n w itt in g ly  confound th e  in c o rp o re a l  meaning o f 
th e  M.vine Names w ith  th e  te rras  o f  th e  s e n s ib le  s y m b o ls .25

A gain, D ionysius i s  concerned t o  e x p la in  th e  r e l ig io u s ly  im p o rtan t

accoun ts  o f  th e  " sa c re d  w r i t e r s ,"  because he assumes t h a t  th ey  were

(sy m b o lic a lly , he co n cludes) r e f e r r in g  to  th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g , God.

Given t h i s  concern in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  t o  a s s im ila te  

th e  a u th o r i t a t iv e  b i b l i c a l  acco u n ts  (and , e . g . ,  l a t e r  acco u n ts  by th e

23-'^Consider A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty . Bk, I I ,  Ch. 7 and th e
fo llo w in g  c h a p te r s .

29 .
oc

■'^Dionysius th e  A reo p ag ite , The D ivine Names, p p . 63 and I 65 .
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s a in t s )  o f  p u ta t iv e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and an g e ls  w ith  th e  

orthodox th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n ,  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  dev iance o f  th e se  ac­

co u n ts  needs to  be ana lyzed  th ro u g h  an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  o rthodox  th eo ­

lo g ic a l  con cep tio n  o f th e  co n cep tu a l r e la t io n s h ip  between in c c rp o re -  

a l i t y  and sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y .  T h is  a n a ly s is  w i l l  be made a g a in s t  

th e  background in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  o f p ro v id in g  an a c c e p ta b le  

e x p la n a tio n  o f  th e se  e x p e r ie n c e s , l e a s t  d is ru p t iv e  to  o rthodox  th eo ­

lo g y , w hile rem ain ing  a s  f a i t h f u l  a s  p o s s ib le  t o  th e  r e p o r te d  f a c t s  o f  

th e  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s .

I l l

B efore tu rn in g  to  th e  p o s i t io n  tak en  in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d i s ­

cou rse  on th e  r e l a t i o n  between G od's and a n g e ls ' in c o r p o re a l i ty  and 

t h e i r  sense  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty ,  th e  term  "sense  im p e rc e p tib le "  should  be 

c l a r i f i e d  and one common th e o lo g ic a l  o b je c tio n  t o  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 

s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  God which i s  n o t d i r e c t ly  r e l a t e d  to  His in co rp o ­

r e a l i t y  b r i e f l y  d isc u s s e d . There i s  an am biguity  in  th e  term s "sense  

p e rc e p t ib le "  and "sen se  im p e rc e p tib le " % th e re  a r e  two ways in  which 

God and a n g e ls  can be s a id  to  be sense  im p e rc e p tib le . E i th e r  th e se  

b e in g s  a re  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  because th e y  a re  n o t p e rc e p t ib le  Ty 

means o f  th e  normal o p e ra tio n  o f  th e  f iv e  sen ses  (and p erhaps o f  th e  

f iv e  i n t e r i o r  sen ses  a ls o )  o r ,  more fu ndam en ta lly , th e y  a re  sense  

im p e rc e p tib le  because no a c t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  p ro p e r o b je c ts  o f  

th e  f iv e  e x te r n a l  (o r  th e  i n t e r i o r )  sen ses—e .g .  c o lo r s ,  sh ap es, 

t im b re s , t a s t e s ,  e t c . — can be a  ^ n u in e  p e rc e p tio n  o f God or. o f  an 

a n g e l .  The f i r s t  type  o f  claim ed sense  im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  o f  th e se  

c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s , and th e  second i f  rew orded " th e y  a re  sen se  im percep-
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t i t l e  because no norm al a c t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  

th e  f iv e  e x te r n a l  (o r  i n t e r i o r )  s e n se s  can be a  genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f  

God o r  an a n g e l ,"  can be c o n s tru ed  a s  a  c la im  abou t m a tte rs  o f  f a c t  o r  

a s  a  p ro p o s it io n  abou t th e  lo g ic  o f  p e rc e p t io n . I  am p r im a r i ly  con­

cerned  in  t h i s  e ssa y  w ith  th e  (a p p a re n t)  lo g ic a l  c o n tra d ic t io n s  be­

tween th e o lo g ic a l  and m y s tic a l l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  and p e rc e p tu a l 

d is c o u rs e , th e  c o n tr a d ic t io n s  which make m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  

l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t v i s - a - v i s  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  la n ­

guage; I  am n o t d i r e c t l y  concerned w ith  w hatever f a c tu a l  co n s id e ra ­

t io n s ^ ^  m ight be advanced to  su p p o rt th e  n o tio n  th a t  human sen se  re c e p ­

t io n  mechanisms a re  unable ( a t  l e a s t  in  t h i s  l i f e )  t o  convey genuine 

sense  im p ressio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  o r  to  su p p o rt th e  n o tio n  th a t  

im ages o r  sense  q u a l i t i e s  a r e  unab le  to  p ro v id e  adequate  d a ta  f o r  

genuine sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .  E m p irica l c o n s id e ra tio n s  

o f  t h i s  k in d  would, i f  c o r r e c t ,  m erely  show t h a t  th e  u s e rs  o f  m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  make f a l s e  c la im s about th e  a c t u a l i t y ,  o r  c a u sa l 

p o s s i b i l i t y ,  o f  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .

Taking, th e n , th e  two sen ses  o f  "sen se  im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty "  a s  

lo g ic a l  c la im s abou t th e  lo g ic  o f  p e rc e p tio n , i t  i s  c le a r  t h a t  th e  sup­

p o s i t io n  t h a t  i t  i s  l o g ic a l ly  im p o ssib le  t o  p e rc e iv e  God and an g e ls  

th rough  th e  o p e ra tio n  o f  th e  f iv e  se n se s  (o r  th e  f iv e  i n t e r i o r  se n se s )  

i s  l o g ic a l ly  p o s te r io r  to  th e  su p p o s itio n  t h a t  i t  i s  l o g ic a l ly  impos­

s ib le  t h a t  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n  cou ld  p ro v id e  an 

adequate b a s is  f o r  a  genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e se  b e in g s . I f  i t  i s

26S t .  F ra n c is  o f  S a le s , f o r  exam ple, a rg u es  on f a c tu a l  grounds 
in  On th e  Love o f  God a g a in s t  th e  sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f God (Bk. 3»
ChJlW»
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l o g ic a l ly  im p o ss ib le  f o r  sense r e c e p tio n  mechanisms t o  p ro v id e  genuine 

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls ,  i t  w i l l  be because o f  th e  k ind  o f  

in fo rm a tio n  which sense  r e c e p to rs  p ro v id e , because t h a t  in fo rm a tio n  i s  

lo g ic a l ly  in ad eq u a te  f o r  a  genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e se  c e l e s t i a l  

b e in g s . T h e re fo re , I  w i l l  c o n c e n tra te  on e x p l ic a t in g  re a so n s  th e o lo ­

g ia n s  have o f fe re d  f o r  th e  cla im  th a t  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  sen se  p e r ­

c e p tio n  lo g ic a l ly  cannot p ro v id e  th e  d a ta  f o r  a  genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f 

God o r o f  an a n g e l, re a so n s  from which i t  fo llo w s , a  f o r t i o r i , t h a t  i t  

i s  l o g ic a l ly  im p o ssib le  f o r  sense re c e p tio n  mechanisms t o  p ro v id e  a  

genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f God o r o f  an a n g e l.

As th e  th e o lo g ic a l  o b je c tio n s  t o  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  sen se  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o f  God and an g e ls  a re  d isc u s s e d , i t  shou ld  be remembered th a t  

under c e r ta in  c o n d itio n s  th e  app rehension  o f  an an g e l i s  i d e n t i f i e d  

w ith  th e  apprehension  o f  God. Under th o se  c o n d itio n s , and in s o f a r  a s  

t h a t  id e n t i f i c a t i o n  h o ld s , t t e o lo g ic a l  argum ents a g a in s t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

on ly  e i t h e r  th e  sen se  im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  o f  God o r  o f  a n g e ls  w i l l  app ly  

e q u a lly  t o  bo th  God and a n g e ls .

Turn b r i e f l y  th en  to  one such argum ent f o r  G od 's sense im per­

c e p t i b i l i t y  which does n o t in v o lv e  G od's in c o r p o r e a l i ty .  A lthough 

th e o lo g ic a l  o b je c tio n s  t o  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  God 

m ainly  stem  from th e  d o c tr in e  o f  His in c o o rp o re a lity , i t  has a l s o  been 

h e ld  t h a t  G od's in f in i tu d e  e n t a i l s  H is sense  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty .

Maimonides, d is c u s s in g  E z e k ie l 's  v is io n s  o f God, says t h a t  

" a l l  th e  f ig u r e s  o f  t h i s  v is io n  r e f e r  t o  th e  g lo ry  o f th e  Lord, and t o  

th e  c h a r io t ,  and n o t to  Him who r id e s  upon th e  c h a r io t ;  f o r  God cannot 

be compared to  a n y th in g ."  The w r i te r s  o f  th e  Zohar, th e  c e n t r a l  l i t ­

e r a ry  work o f  th e  K abbalah, ta k e  a  somewhat s im i la r  p o s i t io n ;
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He [God] d e s ig n a te s  h im se lf  eyn s o f . th e  I n f i n i t e ,
N e ith e r  shape n o r form has h e , and no v e s s e l  e x i s t s  to  
c o n ta in  him, n o r any means t o  apprehend h im .27

W illiam  o f  S t .  T h ie rry , th e  m y s tic a l w r i te r  and C is te rc ia n  contempo­

r a r y  a t  C la irv au x  o f  S t .  B ernard , a rg u es  in  h is  E x p o s itio n  on th e  Song 

o f  Songs th a t  th e  knowledge o f  God i s  o n ly  g iven  th ro u g h  "e n lig h te n e d  

lo v e"  and n o t th rough  th e  sen se s  o r  i n t e l l e c t  and says t h a t

In  th e  common knowledge o f  th in g s ,  th e  im ag in a tio n  o f  
them [by  means o f  phan tasm s] seems to  accom plish  t h i s  [ th e  
knowledge] in  th e  memory o f  th e  knower. But th e  s u b lim ity  
o f th e  d iv in e  n a tu re  causes a  v a s t  u n lik e n e ss  between th e  
image im pressed  in  th e  mind and th e  R e a l i ty ,  because th e  
l ik e n e s s  becomes i n f e r i o r  inasm uch a s  i t  i s  i n  an i n f e r i o r  
n a tu re ,  and th e  more u n lik e  inasmuch a s  i t  i s  i n  an u n lik e  
su b stan ce—th a t  i s ,  th e  l ik e n e s s  o f  th e  C re a to r  in  th e  
c re a tu re  and o f God in  th e  s o u l . 28

Here W illiam  o f  S t .  T h ie r ry  and, more p e rsp ic u o u s ly , Maimonides and 

th e  w r i te r s  o f  th e  Z ohar, argue t h a t  God i s  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  be­

cause sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and images cannot a d e q u a te ly  convey a s p e c ts  o f  

th e  in f in i tu d e  o f  God.

Regarded as  a  l i n e  o f  o b je c tio n  t o  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  a s s e r ­

t io n s  o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God, t h i s  re a so n in g  w i l l  f a i l .  The mys­

t i c  l i t e r a l i s t  a s s e r t io n  th a t  God H im self i s  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  

sen se  o r  s e n s e - l ik e  p e rc e p tio n s  i s  com patib le  w ith  th e  id e a  t h a t  God 

i s  n o t p e r c e p t ib le  in  H is e n t i r e ty  o r  com plete ly  knowable by means o f  

sense  o r  pseudo-sense  p e rc e p tio n s  (o r ,  f o r  th a t  m a tte r ,  by any means by 

a  c re a te d  i n t e l l e c t ) .  Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  m y stic s  r e a d i ly  concede th a t  God 

i s  u l t im a te ly  incom prehensib le  and th a t  H is n a tu re  exceeds i n  complex-

^^Zohar. ed . Gershom G. Scholem (New York, 1963)» P . 79 .

^®William o f S t .  T h ie r ry , E x p o sitio n  on th e  Song o f  Songs, in  
The Works o f  W illiam  o f  S t .  T h ie r ry  ( I r e la n d ,  1970). V ol. I .  P . 16. 
N ich o las o f  Cusa h o ld s  a  s im i la r  p o s i t io n  in  The V ision o f  God (p . 23),
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i t y  and q u a l i ty  th e  l im i ta t io n s  o f  sense p e rc e p tio n , and th e y  do n o t  

them selves p ro fe s s  any com plete knowledge o f  H is i n f i n i t e  n a tu re ,

IV

The b a s ic  c o n f l i c t  between th e  u s e r s  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and 

u s e rs  o f o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  language a r i s e s  from th e  g e n e ra l p o s i­

t io n  in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  which can be fo rm u la ted  a s  fo llow s*

Since God and a n g e ls  a re  in c o rp o re a l  th e y  a re  lo g ic a l ly
im p e rc e p tib le  by means o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  and im ages.

The term  " lo g ic a l ly "  in  th e  lo c u tio n  " lo g ic a l ly  im percept i b l e " and 

o th e r  s im i la r  lo c u tio n s  in  t h i s  e s sa y , i s  on ly  meant to  fu n c tio n  a s  a  

d ev ice  to  make i t  c le a r  t h a t  th e  m o d a lity  in v o lv ed  i s  lo g ic a l  and n o t 

c a u sa l and i s  n e i th e r  in te n d ed  a s  an i t e r a t e d  m o d a lity  n o r a s  in d i ­

c a t in g  any p a r t i c u la r  tre a tm e n t o f  i t e r a t e d  m o d a l i t ie s ,  can be 

r e s t a t e d  a s  th e  p o s i t io n  t h a t  s in c e  God and a n g e ls  a re  in c o rp o re a l ,  

sense q u a l i t i e s  and images a re  l o ^ c a l l y  in ad eq u a te  f o r  th e  conveyance 

o f  a  genuine p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r  o f  an a n g e l .

The c e n t r a l i ty  o f th e  d o c tr in e  o f  th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  God and 

a n g e ls  in  th e  Jew ish , C h r is t ia n ,  and Moslem t r a d i t i o n s  has a lre a d y  been 

m entioned (p p . 2 9 -3 1 ). I t  has n o t on ly  been im p lied  i n  th e se  t r a d i ­

t io n s  b u t o f te n  specificsüL ly  argued th a t  th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  th e se  

b e in g s  e n t a i l s  t h e i r  sense im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty .

In  th e  C h r is t ia n  t r a d i t i o n ,  S t ,  A ugustine and S t .  Thomas a re  

prom inent and r e p re s e n ta t iv e  p roponen ts o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  

th a t  sense q u a l i t i e s  and im ages a re  lo g i c a l ly  in ad eq u a te  a s  th e  means 

o f  p e rc e iv in g  God o r  an a n g e l .  A ugustine re a so n s  in  h i s  L i t e r a l  Com­

m entary on G enesis t h a t  God i s  (and a ls o  presum ably a n g e ls  a r e )  l i k e
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th e  mind . * . th e  v i r tu e s  . .  , and e v e ry th in g  e l s e  th a t  
we enum erate, d is t in g u is h  and d e f in e  by th e  u n d e rs tan d in g  
and th o u g h t, c e r ta in ly  n o t c o n s id e rin g  t h e i r  l i n e s  o r how 
th ey  sound o r what th e y  sm ell l ik e  o r  what th e y  t a s t e  l i k e  
o r  w hether th ey  f e e l  h o t o r  c o ld , s o f t  o r  h a rd , smooth o r 
rough t o  th e  to u c h ,29

I f  we u n d erstan d  A u g u stin e’s d e l in e a t io n  o f  th e  methods commonly 

employed in  d e f in in g  and d is t in g u is h in g  e n t i t i e s  l ik e  God (and a n g e ls )  

a s  a  s ta te m en t about th e  n e c e ssa ry  c h a ra c te r  o f  t h a t  m ethodology g iven  

th e  meaning o f  term s l ik e  "God,” th en  A ugustine i s  h e re  p re c lu d in g  

bo th  sense  q u a l i t i e s  and images a s  l o g ic a l ly  in ad eq u a te  f o r  th e  appre­

hension  o r  knowledge o f  God (and a n g e ls ) ,

Thomas Aquinas a rgues in  th e  Summa T heo log ica  th a t

God i s  in c o rp o re a l  , , , hence. He cannot be seen by th e  
sense  ccr th e  im ag in a tio n , b u t only  by th e  i n t e l l e c t , 3^

and Pseudo-D ionysius s im i la r ly  say s  t h a t

th e  u n iv e rs a l  Cause tra n sc e n d in g  a l l  th in g s  , , , i s  n o t a  
m a te r ia l  body, and th e r e fo re  does n o t p o sse s s  , , , q u a l i ty ,  
o r  q u a n ti ty ,  o r  s o l id  w eight ; no r h as  I t  any lo c a l  e x is ­
ten ce  which can be p e rc e iv e d  by s ig h t  o r  to u ch  , , , 31

I n te r p r e t in g  Thomas’s  and P seu d o -D io n y siu s 's  p o s i t io n s  l ik e  Augus­

t i n e ’s ,  t h i s  amounts to  th e  lo g ic a l  c la im  t h a t  sense q u a l i t i e s  and

^A ugustine, l i t e r a l  Commentary on G en esis , Bk, X II, Ch, 2 , 
t r a n s la te d  from P a tro lo g ia  L a tin a , Vol. 34, by M arilyn Adams, I t  w i l l  
be seen l a t e r  t h a t  A ugustine a rg u es  (On th e  T r in i ty , Bk, I I ,  Ch, 9) 
from th e  u n c h a n g e a b ility  o f  God t o  His i n v i s i b i l i t y  and, hence, by 
im p lic a tio n  th e re  ho lds aga in  t h a t  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and images a re  
lo g ic a l ly  in ad eq u a te  f o r  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God H im self,

^%homas A quinas, Summa T h eo lo g ica , in  The B asic  W ritin g s  o f  
S a in t  Thomas A quinas, ed , Anton P eg is  (New York, 19^5)t P t ,  I ,  Q, 12, 
A r t ,  3 , (U nless o th erw ise  in d ic a te d , p assag es  c i t e d  from th e  Summa 
T heo log ica  o r th e  Summa C ontra G e n tile s  w i l l  be tak en  from t h i s  e d i -  
t i o n , )  A lso , e , g , ,  see Summa C ontra G e n t i le s , Bk, I I I ,  Ch. 11 . 
A ugustine m a in ta in s  th e  same p o s i t io n  i n  L i t e r a l  Commentary on Gene­
s i s , Bk, X II, Chs, 4  and 5»

•̂  D ionysius th e  A reo p ag ite , The M y stica l Theology, Ch, 4 ,
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Images l o ^ c a l l y  can n o t p ro v id e  an adequate  means o f  s e n s ib ly  p e r ­

c e iv in g  God H im self, (Thomas a rg u es  th a t  t h i s  fo llo w s  from th e  neces­

s a ry  in c o rp o re a l i ty  o f  God.) S im ila r  re a so n in g  w i l l  le a d  t o  th e  con­

c lu s io n  t h a t  th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s , a n g e ls ,  cannot be p e rc e iv e d  in  

them selves by means o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  and im ages.

T urn ing  to  th e  Jew ish  and Moslem t r a d i t i o n s ,  we have a lre a d y  

seen  th a t  Malmonides ta k e s  an ex ceed in g ly  s t r i c t  view  o f  th e  n e c e s s i ty  

o f  n o t in te r p r e t in g  p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls  l i t ­

e r a l l y  i

You must know t h a t  whenever S c r ip tu re  r e l a t e s  t h a t  th e  Lord 
o r  an a n g e l spoke to  a  p e rso n , t h i s  to o k  p la c e  in  a  dream 
o r  in  a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  , , , i n  p ro p h e tic  a l l e g o r ie s  c e r ­
t a in  o b je c ts  a r e  seen , a c t s  perform ed . , , a l l  th e se  th in g s  
a re  on ly  p ro c e sse s  o f a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  and n o t r e a l  th in g s  
th a t  co u ld  be p e rc e iv e d  by th e  sen ses  o f  th e  body ,32

I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  determ ine w hether Malmonides in te n d s  to  make a  

f a c tu a l  o r  a  lo g ic a l  p o in t  b u t h is  re a so n in g  can p la u s ib ly  be con­

s tru e d  in  th e  l a t t e r  manner. More c l e a r ly ,  Malmonides s p e c i f i c a l l y  

c la im s th a t  an g e ls  a re  lo g ic a l ly  sense  im p ercep tib le*

^ ^ a im o n id e s . G uide, P t ,  I I ,  Chs, 4 l  and 4 6 , A lso , see  P t ,  I ,  
Ch, 4 7 , M artin  Buber su g g e s ts  a  somewhat s im i la r  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f 
v is io n s  in  h i s  d isc u s s io n  o f  I s a i a h 's  theophany*

I t  i s  obvious t h a t  when th e  t r a i n  o f  l i g h t  f i l l e d  th e  Temple 
i n  f ro n t  o f  I s a i a h ,  he cou ld  n o t have seen  th e  form on th e  
Throne a t  a l l ,  , , , He sen ses  h i s  s e e in g  in  th e  ra d ia n c e  a s  
being  a  see in g  o f  the  R a d ia n t, The im pact o f  th e  s i t t i n g  on 
th e  Throne as su ch  r e p la c e s ,  f o r  him, th e  form o f  th e  One 
se a te d  on th e  Throne, (H oses, p ,  l l 6 )

B u b e r 's  a tte m p t to  argue t h a t  I s a ia h  d id  n o t  a c tu a l ly  see God i l l u s ­
t r a t e s  th e  le n g th s  t o  which th e  u se r  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  may 
go t o  d issu ad e  th e  re a d e r  from  a c ce p tin g  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i­
t i o n ,  To my mind B u b e r 's  accoun t o f  I s a i a h 's  v is io n  i s  unconvincing  
and im p lau s ib le  s in c e  in  th e  account I s a ia h  n o t on ly  d i r e c t l y  s t a t e s  
t h a t  he "saw th e  Lord s i t t i n g  upon a  th ro n e "  b u t goes on t o  d e sc rib e  
th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  seraphim  above God, f e a tu r e s  o f  c r e a tu re s  t h a t  
I s a i a h  could  n o t have seen on B u b e r 's  account s in c e  th e  b r i l l i a n t  
l i g h t  o f God i s  supposed t o  have o b l i t e r a t e d  e v e ry th in g  around i t .
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Do n o t im agine t h a t  an a n g e l i s  seen  o r h i s  word h eard  
o th erw ise  th an  i n  a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n  o r p ro p h e tic  dream 
, • • a n g e ls  a re  in c o rp o re a l ,  and have no perm anent b o d ily  
form independen t o f  th e  mind [ o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t ]  . . . The 
o rd in a ry  re a d e r  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  th e  a c t s ,  jo u rn e y s , q u e s tio n s ,  
and answ ers o f th e  p ro p h e ts  r e a l l y  to o k  p la c e ,  and were p e r ­
ceived  by th e  s e n s e s ,  and d id  n o t m erely  form  p a r t  o f  a  
p ro p h e tic  v i s io n ,33

A l-G hazzali e x p re sse s  a  s im i la r  n o tio n  abou t God in  th e  I s la m ic  t r a d i ­

t i o n  th a t  th e  n e c e ssa ry  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  God e n t a i l s  H is sen se  im per- 

c e p t i b i l i t y  by say in g  t h a t

God and th e  so u l a r e  , . ,  o u ts id e  th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f  quan­
t i t y  and q u a l i ty ;  n o r  can th e  id e a s  o f  sh ap e , c o lo r  o r  s iz e  
a t ta c h  t o  them. , , . in  ccm ceiv ing  o f  th e  u l t im a te  r e a l i t i e s ,
God and th e  so u l, we f in d  o u r s e l ^ s  in  a  re g io n  i n  which 
sen se -co n cep ts  can  b ea r no p a r t , 3^

For M almonides, and f o r  A l-G hazzali r e g a rd in g  God, sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and 

im ages f a i l  t o  p ro v id e  a  means o f  p e rc e iv in g  God and a n g e ls  n o t  on 

f a c tu a l  b u t on lo g ic a l  grounds* God and a n g e ls  a re  n o t th e  k in d s  o f 

e n t i t i e s  t h a t  a re  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  and i t  i s  a  c a te g o ry  m istake  to  

suppose t h a t  th e y  a r e .

The th e o lo g ic a l  claim  t h a t  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and im ages a re  

lo g ic a l ly  in ad eq u a te  t o  p ro v id e  th e  means o f a  p e rc e p tio n  o f God and 

a n g e ls  p rim a f a c ie  c o n tr a d ic ts  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im  t h a t  th e re  

can be genuine sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God H im self and a n g e ls  in  them­

s e lv e s ,  I t  seems t o  me th a t  o u r  o rd in a ry  co ncep ts  o f  " s e e in g ,"  "hear­

in g ,"  e t c ,  and "sense p e rc e p tio n "  cou ld  .n o t be s u f f i c i e n t ly  broadened, 

w ith o u t fundam en ta lly  a l t e r in g  t h e i r  c e n t r a l  m eaning, t o  In c lu d e  

in s ta n c e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  in  which th e  s o r t s  o f o b je c ts  p e rc e iv e d  were 

n o t  o r  d id  n o t in v o lv e  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  sen ses  such a s  shape.

33fiaim onides, Guide, P t ,  I I ,  Chs, 42, 4 4 , and 4 6 , 

^ A l-G h a z z a li ,  The Alchemy o f  H appiness, p p . 35-36 .
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s i z e ,  c o lo r ,  tim b re , t a s t e ,  e t c .  I f  p e r c ip ie n ts  began p ro fe s s in g  

t h a t — what cou ld  n o t lo g i c a l ly  occu r by means o f th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f 

sh ap es , c o lo r s ,  sounds and so  on—th e y  l i t e r a l l y  "saw th e  number 

t h r e e ,"  " touched B ee th o v en 's  l a s t  s t r i n g  q u a r t e t , o r  "sm elled  human 

f o l l y , "  we would r e g a rd  t h e i r  c la im s a s  lo g i c a l ly  c o n tr a d ic to ry .  

P u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  a re  s im i la r ly  and e q u a lly  

l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t ,  in  f a c t  in c o n s i s te n t ,  w ith in  th e  language game 

o f p e rc e p tio n  o f  o rd in a ry  o r  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e ,  s in c e  on th e  

accoun t o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  th e se  language games th e se  b e in g s  lo g i c a l ly  

cou ld  n o t be p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and im ages.

However, th e  p o in t  o f  a l t e r c a t io n  h e re  m ust be more c a r e f u l ly  

d e l in e a te d ;  P^ has th e  advantage o f  s im p l ic i ty  a s  an  i n i t i a l  s ta te m e n t 

o f th e  p o s i t io n  o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  b u t on th a t  

count i s  a l l  th e  more s u s c e p tib le  to  m isu n d ers tan d in g . F o r a t  th e  

l e a s t ,  i t  would n o t be cogent m erely to  o b je c t  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  t h a t  th e s e  b e in g s  a re  incorpcxreal ; 

in c o r p o re a l i ty  a s  such  does n o t e n t a i l  sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty .  Numer­

ous in c o rp o re a l  e n t i t i e s  a re  f re q u e n tly  seen  in  q u i te  o rd in a ry  ways— 

e , g ,  shadows, m ovies, ra inbow s. And, in d e ed , m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  do 

n o t deny th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  God and a n g e ls ;  f o r  them God and a n g e ls  

w i l l  b e , a s  a re  shadows and ra inbow s, sense  p e rc e p t ib le  even though 

in ccc rp c rea l,

A ugustine, Thomas, Maimonides, A l-G h azza li, and o th e r  th e o lo ­

g ia n s  who h e ld  th a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  because 

th e y  a re  in c o rp o re a l  undoubted ly , though, meant " in c o rp o re a l"  to

3*5I  would n o t in c lu d e  l i t e r a l l y  " h e a r in g  B ee th o v e n 's  l a s t
s t r i n g  q u a r te t"  h e re .



47

exclude any p h y s ic a l  phenomena, and t h i s  shou ld  be un d ersto o d  a s  th e  

in ten d ed  usage o f  " in c o rp o re a l"  i n  P ^ , While c e r ta in  e n t i t i e s  l ik e  

rainbow s, m ovies, and shadows a re  p h y s ic a l,  though b o d i le s s ,  phenomena 

and a re  th e re b y  sen se  p e rc e p t ib le  by means o f  a t  l e a s t  one o f  th e  f iv e  

e x te rn a l  s e n se s , God and an g e ls  a re  h e ld  t o  be n e i th e r  c o rp o re a l 

b e in g s  n o r p h y s ic a l  phenomena, and hence, on th e  view o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  

non-m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  and p e rc e p tu a l d is c o u rs e , sen se  im per­

c e p t ib le  .

Thus, th e  p o in t  a t  is s u e  h e re  i s ,  o f  c o u rse , n o t  w hether God 

and a n g e ls  a re  in  them selves c o rp o re a l b e in g s : th e  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  and th o se  su b sc r ib in g  to  th e  co n v en tio n s  o f  m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  b o th  ag ree  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  in c o rp o re a l  

b e in g s . Nor am I  h e re  concerned w ith  th e  f a c tu a l  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether 

th e re  have been a c tu a l  ca ses  o f  embodiment o f  one s o r t  o r  an o th er o f 

God and a n g e ls ,  (The rea so n  why th e  " f a c ts "  o f  m y s tic a l ex p e rien ces  

w i l l  n o t u l t im a te ly  s e t t l e  th e  is s u e s  under c o n s id e ra tio n  in  t h i s  

e ssa y  w i l l  be f u l l y  a p p a ren t when th e  problem s d e a l t  w ith  in  C hapter 

S ix  a re  d is c u s s e d ,)

As M artin  Buber p h ra se s  i t ,  th e  p o in t  a t  is s u e  h e re  concerns 

"an in v i s ib le  God, who, however, becomes v i s ib le  a t  w i l l .  How, a s  

w hat, w herein  does he become v is ib le ? " ^ ^  The b a s is  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t ­

e r a l i s t  r e p ly ,  a  r e p ly  which t t e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  d is a g re e s  w ith , 

t o  "how" and "a s  what" th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g , God, becomes v i s ib le  i s  

ex p ressed  in  Numbers 12 :6 -8 :

I f  th e re  i s  a  p ro p h e t among you, I  th e  Lord make m yself
known t o  him in  a  v is io n ,  I  speak t o  him in  a  dream . Not

^^uber. Moses, p, 117.
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so  w ith  my s e rv a n t Moses , . , w ith  him I  speak  mouth to  
mouth . • . and he beholds th e  form o f  th e  L ord , ( i t a l i c s  
mine)

M ystic l i t e r a l i s t  s ta tem e n ts  e i th e r  e x p l i c i t l y  o r ,  a s  w i l l  be argued , 

im p l ic i t ly  in v o lv e  th e  claim  th a t  th e  "form " o f  God i s  p e rc e iv e d  in  a  

theophany, (And s im i la r ly  t h e i r  s ta tem e n ts  ab o u t s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  

an g e ls  e x p l i c i t l y  o r  im p l i c i t ly  in v o lv e  th e  c la im  th a t  th e  "form " o f  

th e  angel i s  p e rc e iv e d  in  an ep ip h an y .)  What cou ld  i t  mean to  say  

th a t  th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s , God and a n g e ls , appear in  a  sen se - 

p e rc e p t ib le  form? Im p o rta n tly , f o r  th e  th e o lo g ia n  th e  answer t o  t h i s  

q u es tio n  must p re se rv e  th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  th e se  

b e in g s  a s  w e ll a s  rem ain as  t r u e  a s  p o s s ib le  t o  the  f a c t s  which th e  

r e l ig io u s ly  a u th o r i ta t iv e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  r e p o r t  abou t t h e i r  e x p e r i­

e n c e s , The orthodox w estern  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  o f f e r s  an answer to  

t h i s  q u e s tio n  which i s  a t  v a rian c e  w ith  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  

and i t  i s  t h i s  d isc rep an cy  which c o n s t i tu te s  th e  a c tu a l  p o in t  o f  con­

f l i c t  between th e  u s e rs  o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  and th o se  who 

use th e  o rd in a ry  w estern  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u r s e ,

What i s  t t e  n a tu re  o f  t h i s  "form " o f God or o f  an angel which 

th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  p e rc e iv e ?  When m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  p e rc e iv e  th e  

form o f  God o r  an a n g e l, th ey  claim  to  p e rc e iv e  God H im self o r  an 

an g e l i t s e l f , I  w i l l  c a l l  th e  form so  p e rc e iv e d  th e  "p ro p e r se n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  form" o f  God o r o f  th e  a n g e l .  In  e x p l ic a t in g  t h i s  n o tio n ,

I  am n o t p r im a r i ly  concerned w ith  w hether m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  have been 

s u f f i c i e n t ly  c a re fu l  and p ersp icu o u s (o f te n  j u s t  th e  re v e rs e  i s  t r u e )  

t o  e x p l ic a te  a s s id u o u s ly  th e  p re c is e  s t a t u s  o f  th e  "form s" which th ey  

p e rc e iv e . Most m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  may n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  d e sc r ib e  o r  have 

co n sc io u sly  th o u g h t t h a t  t t e  form s which they  p e rc e iv e d  were t t e
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"p ro p e r"  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s o f God and a n g e ls  in  th e  sense i n  

which I  w i l l  use t h i s  te rm . R a th e r, th e  n o tio n  o f  a  "p ro p er s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form" o f  God o r o f  an an g e l w i l l  be developed  in  t h i s  

e ssay  in  o rd e r  to  re n d e r  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s i n t e l l i g i b l e .

As a  g e n e ra l c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  what t h i s  term  w i l l  need  to  

mean in  o rd e r  t o  c l a r i f y  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d is c o u rs e ,  a  p ro p e r  

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  an  e n t i t y ,  X» w i l l  be tak en  a s  a  p h y s ic a l 

phenomenon^^ which i s  such t h a t  s t r i c t l y  in  v i r tu e  o f  s e n s ib ly  p e r ­

c e iv in g  th a t  phenomenon a  p e r c ip ie n t  can t r u l y  be s a id  t o  have p e r ­

ce iv ed  X, The n o tio n  o f  a  "p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form " i s  meant to  

be a  d ev ice  t o  c a p tu re  th e  id e a  t h a t  in  c e r ta in  c ircu m stan ces  when we 

say t h a t  a  p e rc e iv e r ,  P , has  by sen so ry  means p e rc e iv e d  an o b je c t ,  X, 

we mean t h a t  P has s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d , o r  p e rce iv ed  a  s u f f i c i e n t  sub­

s e t  o f ,  some p a r t i c u la r  p h y s ic a l phenomenon—v i z . what I  d e s ig n a te  a s  

th e  "p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  X."

The e x te n s io n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s —e ,g ,  shape , c o lo r— o f p h y s i­

c a l  o b je c ts  such a s  c h a ir s  and o f  n o n -p h y sica l o b je c t  p h y s ic a l  pheno­

mena such a s  rainbow s and shadows a re  th e  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  

form s o f  th e s e  e n t i t i e s .  To say , i n  normal p e rc e p tu a l c ircu m stan ces , 

th a t  one has p e rc e iv e d  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c h a ir  i s  t o  say  t h a t  one has  p e r ­

ce iv ed  th e  Tdiole or a  s u f f i c i e n t  s u b se t o f  th e  shape a n d /o r  c o lo r  

i n t e n s i t y  a n d /o r  p a t te r n  and so on o f  t h a t  c h a i r ,  (We do n o t o f  course  

need t o  p e rc e iv e  th e  com plete shape o f  e , g ,  a  c h a i r  to  be j u s t i f i e d  

under norm al p e rc e p tu a l c ircu m stan ces  in  say in g  t h a t  we saw th a t  

c h a i r , )

^^See fo o tn o te  39» P . 51» below .
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The q u a l i f i c a t io n  in  norm al p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces  i s  meant 

t o  exclude ca se s  such a s  th o se  in v o lv in g  dream ing o r  v iew ing  re p re se n ­

t a t i o n a l  a r t  where p e rc e p tu a l  lo c u t io n s  l ik e  " I  saw" may be employed 

( " in  ray dream I  saw ," "w hile  v iew ing D avid’s  The D eath o f S o c ra te s  I  

saw") y e t  g iven  th e  abnorm al p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces  i t  does n o t f o l ­

low from th e  f a c t  t h a t  X i s  "seen "  t h a t  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  

form  o f X i s  l i t e r a l l y  s e e n . I f  I  dream about my arm chair and 3^ my 

dream see  th e  form  o f  my a rm ch a ir, i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  in  my dream I  saw 

my arm chair b u t n o t t h a t  I  (u n q u a lif ie d )  l i t e r a l l y  saw my a rm ch a ir. 

Cases l i k e  t h a t  o f  dream ing which a re  in te n d e d  to  be excluded  by th e  

q u a l i f i e r  " in  norm al p e rc e p tu a l  c irc u m sta n c e s ,"  a re  in s ta n c e s  in  which 

th e  p e rc e p tu a l  lo c u t io n s  " I  s e e ,"  e t c ,  do n o t r e f e r  t o  l i t e r a l  p e rcep ­

t i o n s ^  and th u s  "P s e e s  ( e t c , )  X" does n o t e n t a i l  "P l i t e r a l l y  see s  

( e t c , )  th e  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f X" (though  P may p e rc e iv e , 

e , g , ,  a  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  X).

A ll  o f t h i s  i s ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  u n e x c e p tio n a l. The more i n t e r e s t i n g  p ro p e r 

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s a re  r e l a t e d  to  such e n t i t i e s  a s  p e o p le , p la y s ,  

o p e ra s , and m ovies.

When we say  t h a t  we have ju s t  seen  o r  touched , e t c , ,  a  p e rso n , 

sa y  Jo n es , we mean t h a t  we have j u s t  seen  o r to u ch ed , e t c , ,  Jo n e s ’s  

body, o r  some p o r tio n  o f  Jo n e s ’s  body—e ,g ,  h i s  head— and t h i s  j u s t i ­

f i e s ,  in  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces , o u r c la im  t o  have s e n s ib ly  

p e rc e iv e d  Jo n e s , T h is  i s  t r u e  w hatever th e o ry  o f th e  mind tu rn s  ou t 

t o  be c o r r e c t .  I t  i s  o b v io u sly  t r u e  f o r  m a te r ia lism  th a t  t o ,  e , g , .

^ ^ f  w hile  v iew ing D avid’s  p a in t in g  The Death o f  S o c ra te s  I  
"se e  th e  cup o f  hem lock," I  l i t e r a l l y  look  a t  p a in t  s p lo tc h e s  in  " s e e -  
in g  th e  c u p ,"  b u t I  do n o t l i t e r a l l y  see  th e  cup . See Ch, T hree, S ec , 
I .
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see  Jones means t o  see  J o n e s 's  body. B u t, f o r  exam ple, w hether o r n o t

dualism  i s  c o r r e c t ,  th e  d u a l i s t  must ta k e  i n to  accoun t th e  f a c t  th a t

what we mean in  norm al p e rc e p tu a l c ircu m stan ces  by se e in g  Jones i s

s e e in g  th e  whole o r some id e n t i f y in g  p o r t io n  o f  J o n e s 's  body, even i f

Jo n es  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  h is  mind a lo n e . A p e r s o n 's  body, w hatever

th e o ry  o f mind i s  c o r r e c t ,  i s  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f 

39th a t  person.-^

P la y s , o p eras  and movies sh are  t h i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  f e a tu r e .

There i s  a  c la s s  o f p h y s ic a l  phenomena—th e  perform ances o r ,  i n  th e  

case  o f  m ovies, th e  "show ings"—in s ta n c e s  o f  which u s u a lly  on ly  occa­

s io n a l ly  come abou t (though th e y  cou ld  be c o n tin u o u sly  co n ca ten a ted  o r 

m ight nev er come ab o u t) such t h a t  to  say  th a t  a  p e r c ip ie n t  saw, e t c , ,  

th e  p la y , o p e ra , o r  movie in  q u e s tio n  i s  to  say  th a t  he s e n s ib ly  p e r ­

c e iv ed  an in s ta n c e  o f  t h a t  c la s s  o f s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s .  Thus, i f  I  say  

t h a t ,  under norm al p e rc e p tu a l c ircu m stan ces , I  have seen  O 'N e i l l 's  

Long D ay 's Journey  I n to  N igh t o r M o za rt 's  Don G iovanni. I  mean, and 

w i l l  be tak en  t o  mean, t h a t  I  have seen  and heard  a  perform ance o f  

O 'N e i l l 's  p la y  o r M o za rt's  o p e ra . Perform ances and showings a re  th e  

p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s o f ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  p la y s  and o p e ra s , and 

m ovies,

I  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  when we say  t h a t  a  p e r c ip ie n t ,

P, l i t e r a l l y  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  an o b je c t ,  X» we mean t h a t  P l i t e r a l l y  

s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  X by say in g  

t h a t  th e re  i s  a  co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n  between s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  th e

^^Though o f  cou rse  f o r  th e  i d e a l i s t ,  "body" and , a s  we a re  
in c l in e d  to  use i t ,  " p h y s ic a l phenomenon" w i l l  have t o  be ap ix ro p ria te ly  
re d e f in e d  i n  n o n - m a te r ia l i s t ic  te rm s .
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p ro p e r  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f X and s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  X.

Now, s in c e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  s ta te m e n ts  in v o lv e  o r  im ply th a t  

God and an g e ls  a re  sense p e r c e p t ib le  by  means o f  a  p ro p e r  se n se -  

p e rc e p tib le  form , we can a sk  ( l )  what th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  would 

say  about t h i s  c la im , and (2 ) w hether we can make sen se  o u t o f  th e  

su p p o sitio n  t h a t  God o r  an angel has a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form 

and, i f  so , how d is ru p t iv e  t h i s  n o tio n  w i l l  be to  th e  orthodox th e o lo ­

g ic a l  p o s i t io n .  These q u e s tio n s  about th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  

form s of God and a n g e ls  w i l l  be f i r s t  ana ly zed  in s o f a r  a s  th e y  a re  

a p p lie d  to  God, th e  co n c lu s io n s  reach ed  on th e  b a s is  o f  t h a t  d is c u s ­

s io n  then  b e in g  a p p lie d  to  th e  ca se  o f  a n g e ls .

The C h r is t ia n  th e o lo g ic a l  t r a d i t i o n  e x h ib i t s  a  prom inent b ia s

a g a in s t  the  su g g e s tio n  th a t  God can have a  p ro p e r  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le

form , "[God] i s  fo rm less"  and " th e  fo rm less  and in ta n g ib le  essen ce  o f

unembodied th in g s  , , , cannot be comprehended o r  p e rce iv ed  by means

o f , , , [ th in g s ]  which have b o d ily  form " (D ionysius th e  A reopagite

" i f  th e  sw eetness o f  some f r u i t  unknown may n o t be p ic tu re d  th rough

any p a in t in g  o r  im age, , , , who am I  .  , , t o  show Thee, th a t  a r t

beyond showing" (N icholas o f  G usa),^^ L ikew ise , Malmonides say s  in

h is  d isc u s s io n  o f E z e k ie l 's  v is io n s  o f  God t h a t  th e  p e rce iv ed  form s a re
ho

n o t form s o f God because "God cannot be compared t o  a n y th in g ,"  In so -

^^D ionysius th e  A reo p ag ite , The D ivine Names, Chs, 1 and 4 ,

^ 4 iic h o la s  o f  Cusa, The V ision  o f  God, p ,  86 , 
ho

Malmonides, Guide, P t ,  I I I ,  Ch, ? , I t  i s  n o t c le a r  w hether 
Gershom Scholem, in  h i s  a n a ly s is  o f  Jew ish  m ystic ism , b e lie v e s  t h a t  i t
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f a r  a s  th e se  s ta te m e n ts  can p la u s ib ly  be co n stru ed  a s  s ta te m e n ts  

abou t th e  lo g ic a l  im p o s s ib i l i ty  and n o t  m erely f a c tu a l  inadequacy  o f  

any s e n s ib le  form  b e in g  th e  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  God, th e  

th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  ex em p lified  by th e se  w r i te r s  w i l l  p rim a f a c ie  

c o n tr a d ic t  th e  accoun ts  i n  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  o f  re p u te d  

sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God. A c a re fu l  c o n s id e ra tio n  o f  S t ,  A u g u s tin e 's  

and S t ,  Thom as's d isc u s s io n s  o f  th e  n o tio n  th a t  th e re  can be no p ro p e r  

s e n s ib le  form f o r  God w i l l  sharpen  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h i s  (a p p a re n t)  con­

t r a d ic t i o n  between th e  th e o lo g ic a l  and m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d is c o u rs e s ,  

Thomas b a se s  h i s  a n a ly s is  on A u g u s tin e 's  tre a tm e n t o f t h i s  is s u e  and 

h i s  a n a ly s is  w i l l  be d isc u sse d  in s o f a r  as  he i l lu m in a te s  o r  adds to  

A u g u s tin e 's  p o s i t io n ,

A ugustine o f f e r s  an ex trem ely  in t e r e s t in g  analogy  in  The C ity  

o f  God to  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  which he f e e l s  h o ld s  between 

p e rc e iv in g  form s in  which God appears  and p e rc e iv in g  God*

N e ith e r  need we be s u rp r is e d  th a t  God, in v i s ib le  a s  He i s ,  
should  o f te n  have appeared v i s ib ly  to  th e  p a t r ia r c h s .  For 
a s  sound which communicates t t e  tho u g h t conceived i n  th e  
s i le n c e  o f  th e  mind i s  n o t th e  though t i t s e l f ,  so th e  form 
by which God, in v i s ib le  in  H is own n a tu re ,  became v i s i b l e ,  
was n o t  God H im self, N ev e rth e le ss  i t  i s  He H im self who was 
seen under t h a t  form , a s  t h a t  tho u g h t i t s e l f  i s  heard  in  th e  
sound o f th e  v o ice  , , , 4 3

i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e  to  th in k  th a t  God m ight have a  p ro p er s e n s ib le  form .
He d is t in g u is h e s  between "God in  H im self" and "God in  h is  appearance" 
(Jew ish  M ysticism , p ,  11) and say s  t h a t  in  Hasidism  "G od's appearance" 
r a t t e r  th an  H is " t ru e  n a tu re "  i s  p e rce iv ed  (p p . 64-66 and p ,  113 ),
The p o in t Scholem i s  making m ight be t h a t  one must d is t in g u is h  between 
apprehending  God H im self and apprehending an appearance o f  God such 
t h a t  no ap p a ren t s e n s ib le  apprehension  o f  God, in c lu d in g  o f  G od's 
" fo rm ,"  i n  t h i s  l i f e  cou ld  ( lo g ic a l ly )  count a s  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God 
H im self, T h is would be s im ila r  to  B uber’s n o tio n  th a t  th e  ra d ian ce  
around God b u t n o t G od's form was p e rce iv ed  by I s a i a h ,  (See fo o tn o te  
32, p ,  4 4 .)

43
"'A ugustine, The C ity  o f  God, Bk, X, Ch, 13, c i te d  from The 

Works o f A u re liu s  A ugustine , Vol. I ,  e d ,  Marcus Dods (Edinburgh, 1878),
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God, A ugustine sa y s , i s  seen  by means o f  th e  form s in  which He 

ap p ears , y e t a t  th e  same tim e A ugustine w ants to  say  t h a t  v is io n s  do 

"n o t m an ife s t God p ro p e r ly  a s  He i s  b u t [m a n ife s t Him] by in tim a tio n s  

, . In  what sense th e n  f o r  A ugustine i s  God p e rce iv ed  by means

o f  th ese  form s? To u n d ers tan d  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  analogy A ugustine 

i s  p roposing  between th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between p e rc e iv in g  u t te ra n c e s  

and p e rc e iv in g  th o u g h ts  and th a t  between p e rc e iv in g  God and p e rc e iv ­

in g  v i s ib le  form s o f  God, and to  h e lp  a s se s s  th e  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f  th e  

analogy i n  acco u n tin g  f o r  th e  re p o r te d  f a c t s  o f  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  

e x p e r ie n c e s , c o n s id e r  the  fo llo w in g  range o f  p e rc e p tio n  p a i r in g s .

These a re  p a ir in g s  o f  p e rc e p tio n s  o f a  f i r s t  e n t i t y ,  X» and, in  v i r tu e  

o f  th a t  p e rc e p tio n , th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  second e n t i t y ,  Y*

A, (A u g u s tin e 's  case ) H earing an u t te ra n c e  and h ea rin g  th e
th o u g h t o f th e  u t t e r e r ,

B, S ee ing  a  perform ance o f O 'N e i l l 's  p la y  Long D ay 's Journey  in to  
N ight and s e e in g  Long D ay 's Journey in to  N ig h t.

C, S ee ing  J o n e s 's  f o o tp r in t s  and se e in g  th a t  Jones was p re s e n t ,

D, S eeing  R ichard  p la y  Hamlet in  a  perform ance o f Hamlet and 
s e e in g  R ich a rd ,

E, S ee ing  R ichard  w earing a  f u l l - s c a l e  mastodon costume th a t  
com plete ly  h id e s  him from view and s e e in g  R ich ard ,

I n  A, a s  A ugustine p o in ts  o u t,  the  u t te ra n c e  i s  n o t id e n t ic a l

w ith  th e  th o u g h t which i t  conveys, j u s t  a s ,  A ugustine b e l ie v e s ,  the

form  in  which God p re s e n ts  H im self i s  n o t God H im self—th a t  i s ,  God i s
45n o t a  c o rp o re a l e n t i t y .  A lso , A u g u s tin e 's  example e x h ib i ts  th e  f u r -

44A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty , Bk, I I ,  Ch, 17, L ikew ise, Diony­
s iu s  th e  A reopagite  r e f e r s  to  v is io n s  i n  which th e  Godhead i s  "sym­
b o l i c a l ly  m an ifested "  (The D ivine Names, p , 6 l ) ,

45Thus, in  r e f e r r i n g  to  th e  ep ip h an ic  appearances o f th e  Holy 
S p i r i t  a s  a  dove and a s  a  f i r e ,  A ugustine sa y s  th a t  "we cannot c a l l
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th e r  a p p ro p ria te  p a r a l le l is m  th a t  w hile  God and, a s  A ugustine con­

c e iv e s  o f them, th o u g h ts  a re  in c o rp o re a l ,  b o th  th eo p h an ic  form s o f  God 

and u t te ra n c e s  a re  s e n s ib le  phenomena.

The r e l a t io n s h ip  between p e rc e iv in g  an u t te ra n c e  and p e rc e iv ­

in g  th e  co rresp o n d en t th o u g h t i s  more complex, though , th a n  sim ply  th e  

" f a c t"  t h a t  h e a r in g  th e  u t te ra n c e  i s ,  i n  some se n se , h e a r in g  th e  

tho u g h t o f th e  u t t e r e r .  To h ea r th e  u t t e r e r * s  th o u g h ts  by means o f 

h i s  u t te r a n c e s  one must a t  l e a s t ,  c e t e r i s  p a r ib u s  ( e .g .  th e  u t t e r e r  

d id  n o t m is-sp ea k ), h ea r th e  u t te ra n c e ,  u n d erstan d  th e  u t te ra n c e  and 

u n d ers tan d  t h a t  th e  u t te ra n c e  i s ,  g iven  normal c ircu m sta n c es , in te n d e d  

by th e  u t t e r e r  a s  a  communication o f  h i s  th o u g h ts . W ithout th e  meta­

l i n g u i s t i c  convention  w ith in  a  p a r t i c u la r  language community t h a t  

in t e n t io n a l ly  u t t e r in g  a  p a r t i c u la r  sen te n ce , w ith o u t in te n d in g  to  

d ec e iv e , e t c . ,  i s  t o  be tak en  a s  an e x p re ss io n  o f th e  a p p ro p r ia te  

th o u g h ts , h e a r in g  an u t te ra n c e  would n o t count in  any sen se  a s  "h ea r­

in g "  th e  u t t e r e r * s  th o u g h t. That i s ,  i t  i s  i n  v i r tu e  o f  t h i s  m eta­

l i n g u i s t i c  convention  th a t  when we say  th a t  we have "h eard  from S, S*s 

own th o u g h ts  about , , ,"  we mean t h a t  we have h eard  S e x p re ss  him­

s e l f  u s in g  th e  a p p ro p ria te  scarfcs o f  ex p re ss io n s  a ccep ted  by th e  r e l e ­

v an t language community which e n t a i l ,  under norm al c ircu m sta n ce s , t h a t  

S th in k s  su ch -an d -su ch .

I t  i s  an em p iric a l m a tte r  which s o r t s  o f  spoken n o is e s ,  marks 

on p ap e r, e t c . ,  a re  to  be tak en  in  a  p a r t i c u l a r  language community a s  

e x p re ss in g  p a r t i c u la r  th o u g h ts . But once th e se  m a tte rs  o f  f a c t  have 

become e s ta b lis h e d ,  th e  m e ta - l in g u is t ic  convention  w ith in  a  p a r t i c u l a r

th e  Holy S p i r i t  b o th  God and a  dove, o r  b o th  God and f i r e "  (On th e  
T r in i ty , Bk, I I ,  Ch, 6 ) ,
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language community t h a t  in te n t io n a l ly  u t t e r in g  a  p a r t i c u la r  sen te n ce , 

under norm al c ircu m stan ces , i s  t o  be tak en  a s  an e x p re ss io n  o f  c e r ta in  

th o u g h ts  p ro v id e s  a  co n cep tu a l con n ec tio n  between p a r t i c u la r  u t t e r ­

ances and p a r t i c u la r  th o u g h ts . A ugustine h im se lf  may n o t have been 

w il l in g  t o  c h a ra c te r iz e  h is  th o u g h ts /u t te ra n c e s  analogy a s  im ply ing  

t h a t ,  because o f s im i la r  o p e ra tiv e  m e ta - l in g u is t ic  co n v en tio n s, a  con­

c e p tu a l co n n ec tio n  r e l a t e s  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  v i s ib l e  form  o f God and 

p e rc e iv in g  God H im se lf, But a s  I  hope to  show, h is  p o s i t io n  i s  most 

f a i t h f u l  t o  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s i f  i t  i s  co n s tru ed  i n  t h i s  man­

n e r ,  In  any c a se , one f a c e t  o f  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy which must be 

a sse sse d  l a t e r  re g a rd in g  a  theophany i s  t h i s .  What, i f  an y th in g , 

se rv e s  th e  same fu n c tio n  a s  th e  m e ta - l in g u is t ic  conven tions concep­

t u a l l y  r e l a t i n g  p a r t i c u la r  in te n d e d  u t te ra n c e s  and th e  u t t e r e r ' s  p a r ­

t i c u l a r  th o u g h ts  such  th a t  in  th e  analogous case  o f  th e  theophany a  

s e n s ib le  form n o t id e n t i c a l  w ith  God i s  a  form o f  G od's?

Now, c o n s id e r  th e  s im i l a r i t i e s  and d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s  between 

A u g u s tin e 's  analogy  A and, a s  an a ttem p ted  analogy to  p e rc e iv in g  a  

s e n s ib le  form o f  God and th e re b y  p e rc e iv in g  God H im self, th e  r e l a t i o n ­

sh ip  o f  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  perform ance o f  a  p la y  to  p e rc e iv ­

in g  th e  p la y  i t s e l f .  P lay s  and th o u g h ts  and God a re  in c o rp o re a l  e n t i ­

t i e s  and t h e i r  perfo rm ances, v e rb a l e x p re ss io n  and appearan ces , 

r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  a r e  p h y s ic a l  phenomena. F u r th e r ,  l i k e  u t te r a n c e s  in  

t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip  t o  th o u g h ts , th e re  i s  a  s e t  o f  conven tions d e f in in g  

th e  r e l a t io n s h ip  o f  a c c u ra te  perform ances o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p la y  (o r  

j u s t  perform ances o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  p la y  s in c e  i f  th e y  a re  n o t r e l a t i v e l y  

a c c u ra te  th e y  w i l l  n o t be perform ances o f  t h a t  p la y )  t o  th e  p la y  o f 

which th e y  a re  p erfo rm an ces . I t  fo llo w s  from  what we mean by " a  p e r -
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focrmance o f  a  p la y ” t h a t  th e re  i s  f o r  th e  most p a r t  a  one-to -o n e  

correspondence betw een th e  p a r t s  o f  th e  perform ance and th e  p la y  i t ­

s e l f  a lth o u g h  a  p a r t i c u la r  perform ance may la n k  such  a  correspondence 

e i t h e r  to  th e  a u th o r 's  in te n d e d , o r  to  p o s s ib le ,  nuances, ev o c a tiv e  

f e e l in g s ,  dynam ics, e t c .  o f  " b e t t e r ” perfo rm ances.

Even so , i t  i s  s ig n i f i c a n t  th a t  th e  sense i n  which e i t h e r  

A ugustine o r Aquinas th in k s  t h a t  p e rc e iv in g  G od's s e n s ib le  form  i s  

r e l a t e d  t o  p e rc e iv in g  God i s  n o t th e  sen se  in  which p e rc e iv in g  a  p e r ­

formance o f  a  p la y  i s  r e l a t e d  to  p e rc e iv in g  th a t  p la y , A ugustine and 

Thomas^^ deny any s o r t  o f  o n e-to -o n e  correspondence between th e  form s 

God ap p ears  i n  and God H im self, A ugustine says in  On th e  T r in i ty , a s  

we have seen , th a t  v is io n s  "do n o t m an ife s t God p ro p e r ly  a s  He i s , "

I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy w e ll s u i t s  h is  p u rp o ses s in c e  

u t te r a n c e s ,  a l s o ,  do. n o t f o r  th e  most p a r t  have a  sim ple one-to -one 

correspondence t o  th e  th o u g h ts  o f  th e  sp e a k e r.

There i s  a  second im p o rtan t d i s s im i l a r i t y  between B and Augus­

t i n e 's  an a lo g y . S eeing  (and h ea rin g )  a  perform ance o f  Long D ay 's 

Journey in to  N ight i s , i f  th e  perform ance i s  f a i t h f u l  to  th e  s c r i p t ,  

se e in g  th e  e n t i r e ty  o f  O 'N e i l l 's  p la y  even though th e  p a r t i c u l a r  r e n -  

d i t i m  viewed may n o t be s k i l l f u l  o r  pow erful o r  p o lis h e d . In  con­

t r a s t ,  h e a r in g  u t te ra n c e s  i s  n o t r e a l l y  h e a r in g  th e  s p e a k e r 's  th o u g h ts . 

H earing p a r t i c u la r  u t te ra n c e s  i s ,  g iven  th e  n e ce ssa ry  m e ta - l in g u is t ic  

co n v en tio n s , h e a r in g  th a t  th e  u t t e r e r  has  c e r ta in  thoughts*  th o u g h ts  

which a re  s ig n i f ie d  o r ,  v ery  lo o s e ly ,  re p re s e n te d , by th e  p a r t i c u la r  

u t te ra n c e s  in  q u e s tio n . T h is a sp e c t o f th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between h e a r -

^^A quinas, Summa T heo log ica , P t ,  I ,  Q, 12, A r t ,  11,
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in g  u t te ra n c e s  and h e a r in g  th e  u t t e r e r * s  th o u g h ts  in d ic a te s  an impor­

t a n t  f e a tu re  o f th e  p e rc e p tio n  p a i r in g ,  which A ugustine f e e l s  i s  

p a r a l l e l ,  betw een s e e in g  form s o f  God and see in g  God, F o r A ugustine, 

s e e in g  th e  form o f  God i s  s ee in g  th a t  God i s  p re s e n t  o r p o sse sse s  c e r­

t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  i s  perform ing  c e r ta in  a c t s .

I n  On th e  T r in i ty , A ugustine say s  t h a t  when God ap p ears  by

means o f " v i s ib le  and s e n s ib le  fo rm s ,"  He i s  " f ig u r a t iv e ly  s ig n i -  
47f i e d , "  That i s ,  th e se  form s se rv e  a s  a  s ig n  o f God o r H is SLcts o r

c h a r a c t e r i s t i  cs  : a s  A ugustine p u ts  i t  e a r l i e r  in  On the  T r in i ty , "[A t

most God] may have given  in t im a tio n s  o f  H im self t o  m o rta l sen ses  by a
48c o rp o re a l form  o r l ik e n e s s "  and A ugustine o f f e r s ,  in  Book I I I ,  

C hapter 5» a s  an example o f " in t im a tio n s ” o f God g iven  th rough  corpo­

r e a l  phenomena, th e  th eo p h an ic  thundersto rm  on Mt, S in a i reco rd ed  in  

Exodus 19. Thus f o r  A ugustine, what i s  s e n s ib ly  p e rce iv ed  i n  a  th eo ­

phany i s  t r u l y  a  s ig n  o f God, b u t God H im self i s  n o t p e rc e iv e d , Ih e  

re a so n  t h a t  f o r  A ugustine theo p h an ic  forms o f  God a re  on ly  s ig n s  o f  

H is p re sen ce  an d /o r a c t s  o r  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  and th a t  by p e rc e iv in g  

th e s e  form s th e  p e r c ip ie n t  does n o t d i r e c t ly  p e rc e iv e  God H im self i s  

t h a t  " th o se  words and b o d ily  appearances which were g iven  t o  th e se  

a n c ie n t f a th e r s  , , , when God was s a id  to  ap p ear, were wrought by 

a n g e ls ”^^  (where a n g e ls  a re  b e in g s  n o t i d e n t i c a l  w ith  God), For Augus-

^^A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty , Bk, I I ,  Ch, 11, c i te d  from The 
Works o f A u re liu s  A ugustine (V ol. V II) .

^A ugustine, On th e  T r i n i t y , Bk, I I ,  Ch, 18,
49̂ I b id , ,  Bk, I I I ,  Ch, 11, from The Works o f A u re liu s  A ugustine , 

E a r l i e r  in  th e  c h a p te r  A ugustine says t h a t ,  i n  appearing  to  Abraham,
God by "sp eak in g  by th e  a n g e l ,"  "caused  H im self t o  be s e e n ,"  Thus as 
an example o f  what he means by "see in g  God,” A ugustine u se s  th e  appear­
ance o f  a  b e in g , th e  a n g e l, d i s t i n c t  from God which a c ts  a s  a  m essenger 
f o r  God,
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t i n e ,  i t  i s  th e  a n g e ls  which a c t  a s  in te rm e d ia r ie s  and whose p re sen ce , 

a c t s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  in d ic a te  G od's p resence  a n d /o r  a c t s  o r  ch a r­

a c t e r i s t i c s .

Along th e  same l i n e ,  A ugustine says i n  h is  L i t e r a l  Commentary 

on G enesis t h a t  we enum erate and d is t in g u is h  God, in te l l ig e n c e  and th e  

v i r tu e s  "by an o th e r  ev idence . , . more c e r ta in  th an  th e  ev idence o f 

th e  s e n s e s , T h u s ,  he sa y s , " lo v e  can be p e rc e iv e d  on ly  w ith  th e  

, ,  , i n t e l l e c t a n d  lik e w ise  " [o n ly ]  by th e  u n d ers tan d in g  i s  , , , 

God H im self , . , caught s ig h t  o f ," ^ ^  Hence, f o r  A ugustine God Him­

s e l f  i s  on ly  p e rc e iv a b le  by means o f  th e  i n t e l l e c t  and w hile God i s  

s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f th e  form  in  which He ap p ea rs . He i s  

s e n s ib ly  p e rce iv ed  in  th e  sense t h a t  i t  i s  God about whom th e se  

ap p earan ces , which a re  th e  appearances o f  a n g e ls , r e p re s e n t  som ething,

Aquinas ho ld s  a  s im i la r  p o s i t io n .  In  P t ,  I I ,  I I ,  Q, 174, A rt, 

4  o f  th e  Summa T h eo lo g ica , Thomas say s  t h a t  Moses saw th e  form o f  God 

and e x p l ic a te s  what he means by t h i s  by c i t i n g  th e  Exodus accoun t th a t  

God spoke to  Moses " fa ce  t o  f a c e ,"  In  P t ,  I ,  Q, 12, A rt, 11 o f th e  

Summa T h eo lo g ica , Thomas say s  t h a t  "when Jacob say s , I  have seen  God 

fa c e  to  f a c e ,  t h i s  does n o t mean th e  d iv in e  e s se n c e , b u t some f ig u re  

r e p re s e n tin g  God," P u t t in g  th e se  p assag es  to g e th e r ,  t o  say , f o r  

Thomas, t h a t  th e  form o f  God i s  seen  i s  t o  say  th a t  God i s  seen fa c e  

t o  fa c e ,  which i s  i n  tu rn  to  say  t h a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  has e i t h e r  a  co r­

p o re a l  o r  im aginary  v is io n  o f  God in  which he p e rc e iv e s  a  form which

"^^Augustine, L i t e r a l  Commentary on G en esis , Bk, X II, Ch, 3« 

^ 4 b i d . ,  Bk, X II, Ch, 11,

^ ^ b i d , ,  Bk, X II, Ch, 24 ,
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r e p re s e n ts  God.^^ In  th e  same v e in , Aquinas sa y s  i n  th e  Summa C ontra

G e n tile s  t h a t  when s c r ip tu r e  s t a t e s  th a t  God i s  se e n , t h i s  must be

u nderstood  a s  a  c o rp o re a l o r  im ag inary  v is io n  in  which " th e  p resen ce
54o f  d iv in e  power i s  shown loy c o rp o re a l s p e c i e s " r  i . e .  by s e e in g  a  

form  r e p re s e n tin g  God th e  p e r c ip ie n t  does n o t see  God b u t sees  t h a t  

God (o r  G od's power) i s  p re se n t

U nlike Thomas's and A u g u s tin e 's  view o f th e  p e rc e p tio n  p a i r ­

in g  o f s e e in g  a  v i s ib le  form o f  God and s e e in g  God, perform ances o f 

p la y s  do n o t  r e p r e s e n t , o r  in  A u g u s tin e 's  te rm ino logy  " s ig n i f y ,"  th e  

p la y s  o f  which th ey  a re  p erfo rm ances. S eeing  an a c c u ra te  perform ance 

o f  a  p la y  3^  s e e in g  th e  p la y ;  f o r  Thomas and A ugustine, s e e in g  th e  

form o f God i s  s ee in g  a  s ig n  o f  God—th a t  i s ,  i t  i s  s e e in g  th a t  God i s  

p re s e n t  o r  p o sse sse s  c e r ta in  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  o r i s  perform ing  c e r ta in  

a c t s ,  j u s t  as h e a r in g  a  p a r t i c u la r  u t te ra n c e  i s  h e a r in g  t h a t  th e  

u t t e r e r  h as  c e r ta in  th o u g h ts .

I f  h e a r in g  u t te ra n c e s  i s  h e a r in g  t h a t  th e  sp eak er has c e r ta in  

th o u g h ts , i s  h e a r in g  u t te ra n c e s  and se e in g  v i s ib le  form s o f  God l i k e  

se e in g  J o n e s 's  f o o tp r in t s  s in c e  th e se  a c ts  im ply, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  h ea r­

in g  th a t  th e  u t t e r e r  has c e r ta in  th o u g h ts , se e in g  th a t  God i s  p re s e n t  

(o r  has a  c e r ta in  n a tu re )  and s e e in g  th a t  Jones was p re s e n t?  No,

From J o n e s 's  f o o tp r in t s  in  th e  sand one can i n f e r  h is  r e c e n t

^ ^ S t. B ernard o f  C la irvaux  s im i la r ly  says t h a t  " th e  Word . , , 
f re q u e n tly  app ears  to  zea lo u s  s o u ls ,  and n o t under one appearance only 
• , • because we a re  n o t y e t ab le  t o  see Him as  He i s "  (Sermons on th e  
Song o f Songs [V o l. IV o f  L ife  and Works o f  S t .  B ernard , e d , Samuel 
B a le s , London, 1896], Sermon 31; see  a ls o  Sermon 4 l ,  p a r ,  3 ) .

^ A q u in a s , Summa C ontra G e n t i le s , Bk, I I I ,  Oh, 4 7 ,
55In  Moses M artin  Buber o f f e r s  p r e c is e ly  th e  same a n a ly s is  o f  

s c r ip tu r a l  r e p o r ts  t h a t  God i s  seen (p , 117).
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p re se n c e , A ugustine does say t h a t  th e  purpose  o f  s e n s ib le  m a n ife s ta ­

t io n s  o f  GkJd i s  to  induce th e  p e r c ip ie n t  to  " tu rn "  from  th e  m a n ife s ta ­

t io n s  t o  God H i m s e l f H o w e v e r ,  th e  in fe re n c e  from J o n e s 's  f o o t­

p r in t s  t o  J o n e s 's  r e c e n t  p resen ce  i s  b ased  on in d u c tiv e  re a so n in g  and 

e m p iric a l ev id en ce , I t  i s  n o t based  on a  co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n  a s  i s  

th e  case  in  th e  in fe re n c e  from p a r t i c u l a r  u t te r a n c e s  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  

th o u g h ts  once th e  e m p iric a l m a tte r  o f  what u t te ra n c e s  w i l l  be tak en  a s  

e :g )ressin g  which th o u g h ts  i s  s e t t l e d .  There i s ,  o n ly , one e m p ir ic a l 

connection  between J o n e s 's  f o o tp r in t s  and J o n e s 's  p re sen ce  ; s e e in g  

f o o tp r in t s  i s  n o t p a r t  o f  what we mean by " se e in g  t h a t  P (a  p e rso n ) 

i s  (o r  was) p r e s e n t ,"  I n  c o n tr a d is t in c t io n  to  C, A u g u s tin e 's  u se  o f  

th e  u tte ra n c e /th o u g h t case  as an analogy im p lie s  t h a t  a  co n cep tu a l 

connection  and n o t  ju s t  an e m p ir ic a l one r e l a t e s  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  

v i s ib le  forms o f God to  p e rc e iv in g  God, We do n o t r e g a rd  a  s p e a k e r 's  

u t te ra n c e s ,  under normal c ircu m stan ces , w ith in  our language community 

a s  mere e m p ir ic a l ev idence th a t  he has c e r ta in  th o u g h ts . And in d eed , 

a s  we s h a l l  s e e , though A ugustine d is a g re e s ,  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  do 

n o t f e e l  t h a t  a  theophany in v o lv in g  a  v i s ib le  form  o f  God i s  sim ply  an 

e m p ir ic a lly  v e r i f i a b le  t r a c e  o f H is p re se n c e , l e f t  l i k e  f o o tp r in t s  i n  

th e  sand .

L a s t ly ,  to  f i n i s h  comparing p e rc e p tio n  p a i r in g s  w ith  Augus­

t i n e 's  analogy and p e rc e iv in g  v i s ib l e  form s o f  God and p e rc e iv in g  God, 

co n s id e r cases  D and E, Case D, The a c to r ,  R ich a rd , i s  no t i d e n t i c a l  

w ith  Ham let, T h is p a r a l l e l s  th e  a sp ec t o f  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy  t h a t  

u t te ra n c e s  a re  n o t i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  th o u g h ts  th e y  e x p re s s , More-

^^A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty . Bk, I I ,  Ch, 2 ,
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o v e r. I f  R ichard  ta k e s  th e  p a r t  o f  Hamlet in  a  perform ance o f Hamlet, 

a s p e c ts  o f  h i s  perform ance w i l l  p ro v id e  an in d ic a t io n  o f  ( " in tim a tio n  

o f"  t o  u se  A u g u s tin e 's  e x p re ss io n )  l i t e r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  R ich­

ar d— c e r t a i n  a b i l i t i e s ,  c h a ra c te r  t r a i t s ,  e t c .  Yet w atching 

R ichard  a c t in g  in  th e  r o le  o f Hamlet and th e re b y  s e e in g  R ichard  f a i l s  

(b e s id e s  th e  asymmetry o f  R ic h a rd 's  c o r p o re a l i ty  w ith  th e  in c o rp o re a l­

i t y  o f th o u g h ts)  t o  com plete ly  p a r a l l e l  p e rc e iv in g  u t te ra n c e s  and 

th e reb y  p e rc e iv in g  th e  u t t e r e r ' s  th o u g h ts . F o r, s e e in g  R ichard  p la y  

Hamlet i s  see in g  R ichard  and n o t j u s t  s e e in g  t h a t  R ichard  i s  p re s e n t  

o r  t h a t  R ichard  hsis c e r ta in  c h a ra c te r  t r a i t s ,  e t c .

In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  E i s  c lo s e r  t o  th e  u t te ra n c e s  and th o u g h ts , th e  

form o f God and God H im self p a i r in g s ,  R ichard  d re s s e s  up in  a  f u l l -  

s c a le  mastodon costum e, a  costume which h id e s  th e  w earer com ple te ly  

from  view . Here th e  p a r a l l e l s  p re se rv e d  w ith  th e  u t te ra n c e s / th o u g h ts  

and , th e re b y  f o r  A ugustine , th e  form o f  God/God H im self cases  a re  t h a t  

R ichard  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  mastodon foorm he appears  i n ,  th e re  

i s  no ex te n s iv e  o n e-to -o n e  correspondence o f  p a r t s  between th e  form 

and th e  a c to r ,  and, u n lik e  D, s e e in g  th e  mastodon costume does n o t 

coun t a s  s e e in g  R ich ard , Of co u rse , E, l i k e  D, i s  asym m etrical w ith  

th e  u t te ra n c e / th o u g h t,  form  o f God/God H im self c a se s  i n  th a t  on ly  in  

th e  l a t t e r  two a re  th e  second members o f  th e  p a i r in g s  in c o rp o re a l  e n t i ­

t i e s ,  However, d e s p ite  th e  im p o rtan t s im i l a r i t i e s  o f  E to  A u g u s tin e 's  

o r ig in a l  a n a lo g ic a l  p a i r in g .  A, a  s e r io u s  d e fe c t  i n  th e  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  

o f  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy  in  c a p tu r in g  th e  re p o r te d  f a c t s  o f  m y stic  l i t e r ­

a l i s t  ex p e rien ces  i s  exposed on c lo s e r  a t t e n t io n  to  E , I f  th e  v iew ers 

o f  th e  mastodon costume a re  re a so n a b ly  c e r ta in  t h a t  R ichard  i s  in  th e  

costum e, by se e in g  th e  costume th e y  can see  t h a t  R ich ard  i s  p r e s e n t .
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and see t h a t  he has c e r ta in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  But how a re  th e  v iew ers 

o f  th e  mastodon costum e—assum ing t h a t  th e y  have no p r io r  way o f 

d e te rm in in g  w ith  c e r ta in ty  t h a t  R ichard  p u t on th e  costum e—going to  

have any rea so n ab le  c e r t i tu d e  o f c o r r e c t ly  id e n t i f y in g  th e  p erso n  who 

i s  d re sse d  i n  th e  costume a s  R ichard?

In  th e  case o f  D th e  v iew ers  a re  b e t t e r  a b le  to  a s c e r ta in  th a t  

R ichard  i s  p la y in g  Hamlet ( th e  a c to r  has  th e  c o r r e c t  b u i ld ,  speaks 

f lu e n t  E n g lish , e t c , )  b u t D has  th e  u n d e s ira b le  f e a tu r e  t h a t  s e e in g  

Hamlet i s  s e e in g  R ich a rd , E, on th e  o th e r  hand, r e in tro d u c e s  th e  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  enco u n te red  in  C (s e e in g  J o n e s 's  f o o tp r in t s  and th e re b y  

see in g  th a t  Jones was p r e s e n t ) , E m p irica l ev idence may p ro v id e  some 

grounds f o r  conclud ing  th a t  i t  i s  (even h ig h ly )  p ro b ab le  t h a t  R ichard  

i s  in s id e  th e  mastodon costume (he s a id  he would b e , he i s  l i s t e d  on 

th e  program under th e  p a r t  "Maistodon," e t c , ) .  But th e  mastodon cos­

tume i s  n o t R ic h a rd 's  p ro p e r sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  form . L ike th e  r e l a -  

tionslriip  o f  f o o tp r in t s  in  th e  sand to  J o n e s 's  r e c e n t  p re se n c e , th e re  

i s  no s tro n g  co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n , and th u s  o n ly  a  weak b a s is  f o r  

in fe re n c e , between th e  p resen ce  and movements o f th e  maistodon costume 

and R ic h a rd 's  p resen ce  o r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The q u e s tio n  which t h i s  

r a i s e s  is*  I f  God n ev er ap p ears  in  a  form  t h a t  i s  G od 's p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form , F , such t h a t  i f  P p e rc e iv e s  F , P i s  p e rc e iv in g  God, 

th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f v is io n s  w i l l  be l i k e  th e  v iew ers o f  th e  mastodon

costume* how could  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  a  v is io n  o f  God have any re a so n -
57ab le  c e r t a in ty  o f  d e te rm in in g  t h a t  i t  i s  a  v is io n  o f  God?

57We can see  how t h i s  same problem  w i l l  a r i s e  f o r  M artin  
B u b e r 's  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  G od's theophan ic  forms*

YHVH rem ains th e  in v i s ib l e  One, who on ly  p e rm its  H im self 
to  be seen in  th e  flam e , , , in  th e  f l a s h  o f l ig h te n -
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VI

W ith th e  a d d it io n  o f  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n s id e ra t io n , our a n a ly s is  

o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  on th e  sen se  im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  o f  God w i l l  

have advanced f a r  enough to  make i t  p o s s ib le  t o  f i l l  i n  s e v e ra l  

d e t a i l s  o f  i n  o rd e r  f o r  P^ t o  more ad eq u a te ly  s t a t e  th e  c r u c ia l  

a s p e c ts  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  which i s  opposed to  t h a t  o f  th e  

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s ,

The d is c u s s io n  o f  B (s e e in g  p la y s  and t h e i r  perfo rm ances) le d  

t o  th e  r e c o g n it io n  o f  th e  f e a tu re  o f  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy  th a t  from 

h ea rin g  u t te ra n c e s  we can h ea r t h a t  th e  speaker has  c e r ta in  th o u g h ts , 

b u t we cannot r e a l l y  h e a r  th o se  th o u g h ts . By p a r a l l e l  re a so n in g , and 

in  accordance w ith  h is  own e x p l i c i t  a s s e r t io n s ,  A ugustine th in k s  th a t  

by p e rc e iv in g  th e  th eo p h an ic  form s o f  God th e  p e r c ip ie n t  m erely  sees  

th a t  God i s  p r e s e n t  o r  has  c e r ta in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . Thomas compares 

th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f God by s e n s ib le  form s to  th e  manner in  which 

d iv in e  o b je c ts  a re  m e ta p h o ric a lly  d e sc rib e d  in  s c r ip tu r e  by means o f 

s e n s ib le  t h i n g s . M e t a p h o r i c a l  t r u th  depends on l i t e r a l  t r u t h ,  

R ichard  i s  p ro p e r ly  s a id  to  be l io n -h e a r te d  due t o  h is  p o sse s s io n  o f  . 

an a p p ro p ria te  p ro p e r ty —e , g . he i s  f i e r c e  o r f e a r l e s s .  And i f  Rich­

a rd  i s  m e ta p h o ric a lly  d e sc rib e d  a s  H e n -h e a r te d , we can i n f e r  t h a t  he 

i s  f i e r c e  o r f e a r l e s s  o r  p o sse sse s  some s im i la r  p ro p e r ty .  S im ila r ly ,

in g .  A dm itted ly  anthropom orphic m a n ife s ta t io n s  a ls o  a l t e r ­
n a te  w ith  th e s e ;  b u t none o f  them shows an u n eq u iv o ca lly  
c le a r - c u t  f ig u r e  w ith  which YHVH m ight be i d e n t i f i e d .

For t h i s  re a so n  He shou ld  n o t be im aged, t h a t  i s ,  
l im i te d  t o  any one d e f in i t e  form , (Buber, H oses, p p , 126-12?)

^^A quinas, Summa T h eo lo g ica , P t ,  I ,  Q, 12, A rt. 3 , F or th e  
same in t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  P seudo-D ionysius, see The D ivine Names, p ,  61,
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God m ight be m e ta p h o r ic a lly  re p re s e n te d  a s  a  w a r r io r  o f  immense p h y s i­

c a l  s ta tu r e  and s t r e n g th  in  o rd e r  t o  s ig n i f y  G od's l i t e r a l  p o sse ss io n  

o f  th e  a t t r i b u t e  o f  om nipotence o r  s te a d f a s tn e s s .  And Thom as's i n t e r -  

p re ta t ic a i  o f  th e  v i s i b l e  form s o f  God a s  m e ta p h o r ic a lly  r e l a t e d  t o  H is 

a c tu a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i  c s  im p lie s ,  l i k e  A u g u s tin e 's  analogy  o f  u t te ra n c e s  

t o  th o u g h ts , t h a t  one does n o t see  God H im self i n  v i r tu e  o f  s e e in g  th e

form  o f God b u t one s e e s  t h a t  God i s  p r e s e n t  o r  t h a t  He h as  c e r ta in  
59a t t r i b u t e s .

The s e r io u s  in h e re n t  problem  w ith  such  an in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  

th eo p h an ie s  (and e p ip h a n ie s  o f  a n g e ls )  i s  t h a t  th o se  hav ing  such 

e :qperiences do n o t ,  u s u a l ly ,  cla im  t o  p e rc e iv e  an appearance o f  God 

(o r  an a n g e l) .  The p a r t i c ip a n ts  hav ing  th e s e  ex p e rie n c e s  cla im  t o ,  

e . g . ,  see  God (o r  an a n g e l) ,  n o t m erely  t o  see  t h a t  God (or t h a t  an 

a n g e l)  i s  p r e s e n t  o r t h a t  He (o r  t h a t  an a n g e l)  p o s se s se s  c e r ta in  

a t t r i b u t e s  o r  i s  p erfo rm in g  c e r t a in  a c t s ,^ ^  An ex cep tio n  t o  t h i s  i s  

E z e k ie l 's  q u a l i f i c a to r y  d e s c r ip t io n  (E z e k ie l l )  o f  h i s  v is io n  a s  a  

v is io n  o f  a  " l ik e n e s s  o f  a  th ro n e , "  " a  l ik e n e s s  a s  i t  were o f  a  human 

fo rm ,"  and h i s  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  "appearance" o f  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  

v is io n ,  E z e k ie l may th u s  in te n d  t o  in d ic a te  t h a t  he does n o t f e e l

^^Maimonides th in k s  t h a t  s e n s ib le  form s i n  v is io n s  a l l e g o r i ­
c a l ly  r e p re s e n t  d iv in e  b e in g s  and e v e n ts  (G uide. P t ,  I I ,  Ch, 4 3 , 
A lle g o r ic a l  t r u t h ,  l i k e  m e tap h o ric a l t r u t h ,  depends on l i t e r a l  t r u t h  
and Maimonides's su g g e s tio n  w i l l  have th e  same consequences here  a s  
Thom as's,

^ ^ n  t h i s  r e g a rd  th e re  i s  a  f a s c in a t in g  bronze by G iovanni Ca- 
t e n i  ( 1662- 1732) o f  "Moses and th e  B urning Bush" ( lo c a te d  in  th e  Museo 
d e l  Prado in  M adrid ), In  G a te n i 's  b ro n ze , Moses i s  shown in  f r o n t  o f  
a  b u rn in g  bush  on th e  flam es o f  which i s  s e a te d  a  com plete , f u l l - s i z e d  
( r e l a t i v e  t o  M oses' s i z e )  f ig u r e  o f  a  man w ith  a  t r i a n g l e  ly in g  cm 
h i s  head in d ic a t in g  th a t  he i s  God, Here C a ten i r e p re s e n ts  th e  buim- 
in g  bush sce n e , p e rh ap s  in c o r r e c t ly  b u t p ro v o c a tiv e ly , a s  i f  what 
Hoses s e e s  i s  G od 's form and n o t m erely  t h a t  God i s  p r e s e n t .
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t h a t  he saw God H im self h u t on ly  an appearance (though  he b eg in s  by 

say in g  t h a t  he saw " v is io n s  o f God") ,  But j u s t  in s o f a r  a s  E z e k ie l 's  

account i s  th e re b y  an e x cep tio n  t o  th e  u s u a l  d e c la r a t iv e  accoun t o f  

v is io n s  a s  v is io n s  o f God and a n g e ls  th em se lv es , th e  anom alousness o f  

E z e k ie l 's  acco u n t on ly  se rv e s  t o  em phasize th e  f a c t  t h a t  most p e r c i ­

p ie n ts  who ex p erien ce  v is io n s  t a l k  abou t th e  e n t i t i e s  in  t h e i r  

v is io n s  a s  b e in g  x 's  and n o t "ap p earan ces"  o r  " l ik e n e s s e s "  o f  x 's .

Were i t  th e  case th a t  i n  v i r tu e  o f  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  a  th e o ­

p han ic  form th e  p e r c ip ie n t  th e re b y  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  God Ittm se lf, 

th en  t h a t  form would be G od's p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form . The 

p o in t  o f  c o n f l i c t  between th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and th e  u s e rs  o f  

o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  language can now be re fo rm u la te d  a s  a r i s in g  from 

th e  g e n e ra l p o s i t io n —ex ten d in g  th e  d is c u s s io n  f o r  a  moment t o  in c lu d e  

a n g e ls—i n  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  th a t*

PL S ince God and a n g e ls  a re  n o t o n ly  in c o rp o re a l  b u t do n o t  have 
p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fo rm s, th e y  a re  l o g i c a l ly  im percep­
t i b l e  by means o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  and im ages.

N o tice  t h a t  th e  c o n tro v e rsy  here  between th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t s  and th e  u s e r s  o f th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  i s  n o t over w hether God i s  

im m ediately  o r  on ly  m ed ia te ly  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le ,  (T h is  and th e  f o l ­

low ing rem arks w i l l  ap p ly  e q u a lly  t o  a n g e ls ,)  F or th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t  God i s  im m ediately  se n se  p e rc e p tib le *  i t  i s  God H im self who i s  

claim ed t o  be l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  and 

im ages. While denying t h i s ,  u s e r s  o f  th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d is ­

course a l s o  deny th a t  God H im self i s  m ed ia te ly  sense  p e r c e p t ib le .  F or 

th e  u s e rs  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e ,  th e  m ost t h a t  th e  m y stic  lo g i ­

c a l ly  co u ld  p e rc e iv e  in  a  v is io n  i s  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  ftom  which i t  

can be in f e r r e d  t h a t  God i s  p re s e n t  o r  t h a t  He h as  a  c e r ta in  e h a ra c -
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t e r  o r  i s  p erfo rm in g  c e r ta in  a c t s .  By means o f  i t s  r e f l e c t i o n  i n  a  

m ountain la k e ,  we can m ed ia te ly  p e rc e iv e  a  p in e  t r e e .  We m ight by 

means o f  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  j u s t  i n f e r  t h a t  th e  p in e  was n ea rb y , b u t we 

can by means o f  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  m ed ia te ly  p e rc e iv e  ( a p a r t  from any 

in fe re n c e )  th e  p in e  i t s e l f . For th e  u s e r  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d isco u rse  

no s o r t  o f  m ediate sense  p ercep ticm  o f  God H im self i s  p o s s ib le .

Hence, can be more p r e c is e ly  refo rm ula ted*

p  S ince  God and a n g e ls  a re  n o t on ly  in c o rp o re a l  b u t do n o t  have 
p ro p e r  sen se—p e rc e p t ib le  farm s ̂  God H im self and a n g e ls  them- 
s e lv e s  a re  lo g i c a l ly  im p e rc e p tib le , w hether im m ediately  mr 
m e d ia te ly , by means o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  and im ages.

The m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s c o n tr a d ic t  P^ on th e  s tro n g e s t  g rounds. 

For them, God H im self i s  im m ediately  sense p e r c e p t ib le  and t h i s  in  

tu rn  im p lie s  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  s e n s ib le  form such  th a t  s o le ly  in  v ir tu e  

o f  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  th a t  form th e  m ystic  p e rc e iv e s  God H im self— 

i . e .  i t  im p lie s  t h a t  God has a  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form .

The r e la t io n s h ip  between p a r t i c u la r  u t te ra n c e s  and p a r t i c u la r  

th o u g h ts  and th e  c o n n e c tim  between t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n  i s ,  on th e  analy­

s i s  I  have o f fe re d , a  co n cep tu a l one . Thus, th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  Augus­

t i n e 's  proposed  u tte ra n c e s /th o u g h t analogy su g g es ts  t h a t  A ugustine 

m ight have in tu i t e d  th e  need  tar such  a  co n cep tu a l connection  between 

p e rc e iv in g  a  v i s ib l e  form o f  God and p e rc e iv in g  God, though he was 

c le a r ly  u n w illin g  t o  accep t th e  consequences o f  a llo w in g  f o r  a  p roper 

s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form  f o r  God. In  any e v e n t, were he t o  a c c e p t the  

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s '  claim  t o  see God H im self, A u g u s tin e 's  u t te r a n c e s /  

th o u g h ts  analogy  would accoun t f o r  t h i s  f a c t  i f  co n s tru ed  a s  embodying 

a  co n cep tu a l r e la t io n s h ip  between p e rc e iv in g  an u t te ra n c e  and th e reb y  

p e rc e iv in g  th e  co rresp ra id ing  th o u g h t.
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Of co u rse  th e  u s e r  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e  p re se rv e s  th e  

coherence o f  h i s  p o s i t io n  by denying th a t  m y stic s  see  God H im self o r  

see a n g e ls  th em se lv e s . I f  m y stic s  on ly  see t h a t  God, o r  t h a t  an 

a n g e l, i s  p r e s e n t  o r  has p a r t i c u l a r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  th e  u s e r  o f  th e o ­

lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  can rem ain  f a i t h f u l  t o  th e  r e p o r te d  f a c t s  o f  th e  

m ystics*  e x p e r ie n c e s , w h ile  h o ld in g  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  have no p ro p e r 

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f which i s  c o n c e p tu a lly  r e l a t e d  

to  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God fflLmself o r  o f  an an g e l i t s e l f #

VII

On th e  o th e r  hand, an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  v is io n s  o f  th e  m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t s  which would accoun t f o r  a l l  th e  claim ed f e a tu r e s  o f  t h e i r  

v is io n s  must be such  th a t  God H im self (o r  an an g e l i t s e l f )  i s  p e r ­

c e iv e d , and n o t m erely  t h a t  God (o r  an an g e l)  i s  p re s e n t  o r  has c e r ­

t a in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  A d d itio n a lly , i f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a re  t o  

be c r e d i te d  w ith  any  rea so n ab le  c e r ta in ty  in  t h e i r  c la im s t o  l i t e r a l l y  

p e rc e iv e  God (o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  an g e l)  by means o f  th e  form s which th e y  

p e rc e iv e ,  th e s e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  cannot be reg a rd e d  a s  b e in g  based  

m erely  on an e m p ir ic a l ,  e v id e n t ia l  connection  between p e rc e iv in g  a  

form i n  which God ( o r  an a n g e l)  app ears  and p e rc e iv in g  God H im self (o r  

th e  a n g e l i t s e l f ) .  These i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  w i l l  need t o  be based  on a  

co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n  o r  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  w i l l  be in  a t  l e a s t  a s  

e p is te m ic a l ly  u n fav o rab le  a  p o s i t io n  a s  th e  v iew ers o f  th e  mastodon 

costume a re  f o r  id e n t i f y in g  R ichard  a s  th e  one who i s  w earing  th e  co s­

tum e.

The ru d im en ts  o f  a  model which w i l l  e x p la in  th e se  two a s p e c ts  

o f  t h e i r  e x p e r ie n c e s , i f  th e  acco u n ts  o f  th e  m y stic s  a re  t o  be tak en
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s e r io u s ly ,  m ight be su g g ested  by th e  fo llo w in g  l i n e  o f  re a so n in g , a  

l i n e  o f  re a so n in g  n ev er s p e c i f i c a l l y  p u rsu ed  by th e  m y stic s  and t h e i r  

com m entators, t o  my knowledge, b u t one which p ro v id e s  a  v ia b le  re n d e r­

in g  o f  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n .  For th e  p u rp o ses  o f  d e v e lo p in g  a  m odel, co n s i­

d e r  a  (C a r te s ia n  ty p e )  d u a l i s t  co n cep tio n  (which A ugustine h im se lf  

h e ld )  o f  th e  r e l a t io n s h ip  o f  th e  human mind t o  th e  human body. With 

t h a t  co n cep tio n  in  mind th in k  about th e  fo llo w in g  two p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  

p a ir s *  p e rc e iv in g  th e  v i s i b l e  th eo p h an ic  form o f  God a s  i t  i s  r e l a t e d  

t o  p e rc e iv in g  God H im self and p e rc e iv in g  th e  body o f  a  human a s  i t  i s  

r e l a t e d  t o  p e rc e iv in g  th e  human h im s e lf .  Now i n  b o th  c a se s  th e  f i r s t  

member o f  th e  p a i r  i s  n o t  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  second , f o r  on th e  d u a l­

i s t  p o s i t io n  a  p e rso n  i s  n o t ,  even in  p a r t ,  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  h i s  body 

b u t w ith  h i s  mind o r  s o u l ,  and i n  b o th  c a s e s , th e  second member o f  th e  

p a i r  i s  an in c o rp o re a l  e n t i t y .  M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  and u s e rs  o f  th eo ­

lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  ag ree  t h a t  God i s  in c o rp o re a l  and i s ,  o b v io u s ly , n o t  

i d e n t i c a l  w ith  H is th eo p h an ic  form . Given a  d u a l i s t  m ind-body acco u n t, 

s e e in g  a  p e rso n  by s e e in g  t h a t  p e r s o n 's  body m ight p ro v id e  a  re a so n ­

ab le  though l im i te d  analogy  t o  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  between th e  m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  ex p e rien ce  o f  s e e in g  a  s e n s ib le  form  o f  God and th e re b y  

s e e in g  God lü m s e lf ,

For th e  p u rp o ses  o f t h i s  m odel, th e  p a r a l l e l  sough t w ith  th e  

form o f  God/God H im self case  i s  som ething l i k e  an in f re q u e n t  and t r a n ­

s i t o r y  r e l a t io n s h ip  o f  a  human so u l ( o r  mind) w ith  a  body, conceived

on a  d u a l i s t  acco u n t o f  th e  d i s t i n c t io n  between th e  mind and th e  
6 lbody. T h is  form t o  w hich, on r a r e  o c c a s io n s , God would be r e l a t e d

^^T his d u a l i s t  m ind-body r e la t io n s h ip  i s  c o n s id e ra b ly  more 
tenuous th a n  t h a t ,  s a y , on th e  a t t r i b u t e  (d o u b le -a sp e c t)  th e o ry  o f ,  

S pinoza o r ,  more r e c e n t ly ,  F . F . S traw son ,



70

would be th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fcxrm o f  God i n  th e  sen se  t h a t  

th e  a c t io n s ,  s p e e c h -a c ts , and p re sen ce  o f  t h i s  form  would count a s  th e  

a c t io n s ,  s p e e c h -a c ts ,  and p resen ce  o f  God H im self, On t h i s  su g g ested  

model God i s  n o t  em bodied. He would n o t ,  f o r  in s ta n c e ,  u se  f iv e  

e x te rn a l  sen ses  f o r  a c q u ir in g  in fo rm a tio n  abou t th e  env ironm ent.

J u s t  a s  what we mean by say in g  t h a t  under norm al p e rc e p tu a l  

c ircu m stan ces  we see  (o r  o th e rw ise  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e )  Jo n es  i s  t h a t  we 

see  (h e a r ,  e t c , )  J o n e s 's  body, t o  say  t h a t  one s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  God 

under norm al p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces  wculd mean t h a t  one s e n s ib ly  

p e rce iv e d  t h i s  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  God, Here s e n s ib ly  

perceiv in^^T od  "under norm al p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces"  i s  meant t o  

e x c lu d e , e,g,% dream ing—i , e ,  i s  meant to  exclude cases  i n  which lo c u ­

t io n s  such  a s  *2  se e s  God" do n o t r e f e r  t o  l i t e r a l  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  

and hence do n o t e n t a i l  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv in g  G od's p ro p e r s e n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  form .

I n  c o n t r a s t ,  we cannot c o r r e c t ly  say  th a t  we see R ichard  when 

we see th e  mastodon costume which he w ears s in c e  t o  do so would be to

im ply t h a t  we see  R ic h a rd 's  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form— i , e ,  h i s

body. T h is  i s  why ^ 2  t h a t  we can p ro p e r ly  say  when we see  th e  mas­

todon costume which R ichard  w ears i s  "we see  t h a t  R ichard  was a c t in g  

in s id e  th e  mastodon costum e" and th e  " th a t"  in  " th a t  R ichard  was ,  , , "

s ta n d s  f o r  an e m p ir ic a l  im p lic a t io n , n o t th e  s o r t  o f  co n cep tu a l con­

n e c tio n  r e l a t i n g  s e e in g  J o n e s 's  body and, s o le ly  i n  v i r tu e  o f  t h a t ,  

s e e in g  Jo n e s ,

I t  i s  t r u e  t h a t ,  j u s t  a s  i n  th e  case  o f  d e te rm in in g  w hether 

th e  e n t i t y  b e in g  p e rc e iv e d  th e  mastodon costum e, e n ^ i r ic a l  ev id en ­

t i a l  grounds would most p ro b ab ly  be used  t o  determ ine w ith  c e r t a in ty
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i f  i t  ^  G od 's p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  form  which one i s  p e rc e iv in g . 

(Though i t  cou ld  be claim ed  t h a t  a  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  r e c o g n i t io n  o f 

G od's form i s  more fundam ental—i . e .  i s  alw ays to  be g iven  p recedence 

i n  in s ta n c e s  o f c o n f l i c t— th an  an i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n  o f  G od's 

p ro p er s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fo rra ,)^ ^  However, f o r  re n d e r in g  th e  m y stic  

l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  th e  n o tio n  th a t  God has a  p ro p e r  

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form h as  two s a l i e n t  s tr e n g th s  over th e  view  t h a t  

God has no p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form . F i r s t ,  i n  accordance w ith  

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s , i t  i s  God H im self and n o t  (w hether immedi­

a t e l y  o r m ed ia te ly ) t h a t  God i s  p re s e n t  o r  p o s se s se s  c e r ta in  ch arac­

t e r i s t i c s  which i s  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  on t h i s  a n a ly s is .  Secondly , a  

second in fe re n c e  on e m p ir ic a l  grounds does n o t need  t o  be made Arom 

p e rc e iv in g  G od's (o r  J o n e s 's )  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form t o  p e r ­

c e iv in g  God H im self (or Jo n es  h im s e lf ) ,  A second in fe re n c e  would need 

t o  be made cm e n q )ir ic a l grounds from p e rc e iv in g  a  non-p ro p e r se n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  theo p h an ic  form o f  God or from  p e rc e iv in g  th e  mastodon 

costume t o  p e rc e iv in g  t h a t  God or t h a t  R ichard  i s  p r e s e n t  or has  c e r ­

t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  l i k e  th e  fo rm er two cases  o f  p e rc e iv in g  God or 

J o n e s , w hereas e m p ir ic a l grounds a re  needed t o  de term ine  th e  i d e n t i t y

62Such n o n -in fe z re n tia l r e c o g n it io n s  a re  commonplace, One 
m igh t, by lo o k in g  a t  J o n e s 's  body, re c o g n ize  Jones i n f e r e n t i a l l y  i n  a  
r u l e - l i k e  fa sh io n  on th e  b a s is  o f  p h y s ic a l  f e a tu r e s  and mannerisms 
which one knows t h a t  Jones p o s se s se s , b u t we commonly n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  
reco g n ize  o u r f r i e n d s ,  and a  p e r c ip ie n t  cou ld  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  reco g ­
n iz e  a n o th e r  person  th e  f i r s t  tim e he saw him i f  he had , e , g , ,  in te n ­
s iv e ly  s tu d ie d  photographs o f  t h a t  p e rso n . S im ila r ly  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  
a  v is io n  co u ld , g iven  a  p r io r  knowledge o f  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  
p ro p e r  s e n s ib le  form o f  God, n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re c o g n iz e  God a s  a  
v is io n a ry  e n t i t y  in  a  v is io n — t h a t  i s ,  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  see  God and 
n o t  j u s t  see  t h a t  Gc^ i s  p r e s e n t .  Perhaps t h i s  i s  what S t ,  T e resa  d id  
when she sa y s  th a t  "when I  was a t  Mass th e re  s to o d  b e fo re  me th e  most 
S acred  Humanity, a s  p a in te r s  r e p re s e n t  Him a f t e r  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n "  
( l i f e .  Ch, 2 8 ) ,



72

o f  an u t te r a n c e ,  th e  f u r th e r  co n n ec tio n  betw een an u t te ra n c e  and a  

th o u g h t i s  a  co n cep tu a l one. The r u l e s  co n n ec tin g  p e rc e iv in g  th e  

p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f  God and p e rc e iv in g  God îttm se lf would 

be meaning r u le s  re g a rd in g  what we mean by "p e rc e iv e s  X ,"  n o t r u le s  

in v o lv in g  en çp irica l c r i t e r i a  which must be u sed  i n f e r e n t i a l l y  t o  

de term ine  w hether by p e rc e iv in g  c e r ta in  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  one p e r ­

c e iv e s ,  e . g . ,  " t h a t  X i s  p r e s e n t ,"

Thus, i f  God has a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f th e  s o r t  

su g g ested  by th e  m odel, th e r e  would be a  s e t  o f  co n v en tio n s , p a r a l l e l ­

l i n g  th e  m e ta - l in g u is t ic  r u le s  co n n ec tin g  u t te ra n c e s  and th o u g h ts , 

w hich would p ro v id e  a  co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n  between G od 's  form and 

p e rc e iv in g  th a t  form and God H im self and p e rc e iv in g  God H im self, And, 

j u s t  a s  th e r e  a re  l im i ta t io n s  on th e  in g > lic a tio n  id iich  ho lds between 

h e a r in g  an u t te ra n c e  and th e re b y  "h ea rin g "  th e  speadoer's th o u g h ts—a  

co n cep tu a l co n n ec tio n  which h o ld s  u nder norm al c o n d it io n s ,  e , g ,  th e  

u t t e r e r  d id  n o t m is-speak— th e re  would be l im i ta t io n s  on th e  im p lic a ­

t i o n  from a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  a p p a ren t p ro p e r  s e n s ib le  form o f  God to  

o n e 's  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God H im self, B esid es  th e  s t r i c t u r e  th a t  th e  p e r­

c e p tio n  o ccu r in  norm al p e rc e p tu a l c irc u m stan c e s , th e s e  l a t t e r  l im i ta ­

t i o n s  m ig h t in c lu d e  ones which a re  l i k e  th o se  which c ircu m sc rib e  how 

f a r  a  perform ance o f  a  p la y , X, can d e v ia te  from  a  s t r i c t  re n d e r in g  o f  

X and s t i l l  be a  perform ance X, F u r th e r ,  l i k e  th o se  l im i ta t io n s  on 

what c o n s t i tu te s  a  "p ro p e r"  perform ance o f  a  p la y ,  th e  l im i t a t io n s  on 

what c o n s t i tu te s  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f  God would n o t  be
63h a rd  and f a s t  b u t r a t h e r  f l e x i b l e .

^^Such l im i ta t io n s  a re  s u ^ s t e d  by A u g u s tin e 's  a s s e r t io n  in  
On th e  T r in i ty  t h a t  th e  Holy S p i r i t  (and , I  ta k e  i t ,  t h i s  a p p l ie s
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From th e  p o in t  o f  view  o f  o rthodox  w este rn  th e ism , th e r e  a re  

v a r io u s  problem s w ith  t h i s  su g g ested  an a lo g y  f o r  p e rc e iv in g  G od's 

v i s i b l e  form  and p e rc e iv in g  God w ith  p e rc e iv in g  a  body and th e re b y  

p e rc e iv in g  th e  p e rso n  a s  co n s tru e d  on a  d u a l i s t - l i k e  co n cep tio n  o f  th e  

mind-body r e l a t io n s h i p .  One problem  i s  t h a t ,  a s  p re v io u s ly  n o te d , 

A ugustine and Thomas deny t h a t  God i s  e v e r  p ro p e r ly  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  

in  H im self w h ile  t o  s e e ,  to u c h , e t c ,  J o n e s 's  body i s  to  s e e ,  to u ch , 

e t c , ,  Jo n e s , A more im p o rtan t problem  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  c le a r  why th e o lo ­

g ia n s  r e j e c t  such a  co n c ep tio n i i t  i s  a l l  to o  s u s c e p t ib le  t o  an th ropo­

morphism, However, b e s id e s  a llo w in g  f o r  th e  r e c o g n it io n  o f  God i n  th e  

v is io n s  under c o n s id e ra t io n , th e  b a s ic  in c o n g ru ity  w ith  th e  c la im s o f 

th e  m y stic s  o f  A u g u s tin e 's  o r ig in a l  analogy—t h a t  i n  s e e in g  G od 's form 

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  c la im  th e re b y  t o  see  God H im self—i s  c o r re c te d  by 

th e  u se  o f th e  n o tio n  o f  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  form f o r  God 

m odelled  on a  d u a l i s t  co n cep tio n  o f  s e e in g  a  p e r s o n 's  body and th e re b y  

se e in g  t h a t  p e rso n , A ugustine h im se lf  even r a i s e s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 

u s in g  t h i s  an a lo g y . I n  The C ity  o f  God, i n  h i s  d is c u s s io n  o f  w hether 

God, a s  a  " s p i r i t , "  co u ld  be seen  by th e  s a in t s  i n  heaven by means o f  

t h e i r  b o d ie s , he p o in ts  o u t f o r  com parison t h a t  a f t e r  a l l#

The l i f e  o f  o th e r  men, though i t  i s  i n v i s i b l e ,  [each  man] 
se e s  w ith  th e  b o d ily  e y e . For how do we d is t in g u is h  be­
tween l i v i n g  and dead b o d ie s , ex c ep t by s e e in g  a t  once 
b o th  th e  body and th e  l i f e  which we cannot see  save by 
th e  eye? But a  l i f e  w ith o u t à  body we cannot see  t h u s , ^

equally to Christ or God the Father) is only manifested in "a way that 
is fit" (Bk, II, Gh, 6),

^ A u g u s tin e , The C ity  o f  God. Bk, XXII, Ch, 29 . A ugustine 
does e v e n tu a l ly  ccm clude, th ough , t h a t  o n ly  " in t im a t im s "  o f  God and 
n o t  God H im self a re  see n , and th u s  he need  n o t ,  a s  he does n o t ,  h o ld  
t h a t  God p o s se s se s  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  fo rm .
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M oreover, th e r e  i s  a  th e o lo g ic a l  o b je c tio n  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  genuine sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God which I  have n o t y e t  commented on 

t h a t  i s  co u n te red  by th e  s u p p o s itio n  t h a t  God h as  a  p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form . T h is  o b je c tio n  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  genuine p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o f  God by means o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  and im ages i s  founded on 

G od's im m u ta b ili ty , A ugustine a rg u es  i n  On th e  T r in i ty  t h a t

n e i th e r  God th e  F a th e r , n o r  His Word, n o r  H is S p i r i t  , , , 
i s  i n  any way changeable i n  re g a rd  to  t h a t  which He i s ,  and 
whereby He i s  t h a t  which He i s ;  and much l e s s  in  t h i s  
r e g a rd  v i s ib l e  s in c e  th e re  a re  no doubt some th in g s  change­
a b le ,  y e t  n o t  v i s i b l e ,  a s  a re  our th o u g h ts , and memories, 
and w i l l s ,  and th e  whole in c o rp o re a l  c r e a tu r e ;  b u t th e r e  i s  
n o th in g  t h a t  i s  v i s ib l e  t h a t  i s  n o t  a l s o  changeable,°-5

Were A ugustine sim ply a rg u in g  here  from th e  c la im ed  e m p ir ic a l f a c t  

t h a t  no v i s ib l e  e n t i t y  w hatsoever i s  immutable t o  G od's i n v i s i b i l i t y ,  

no (a p p a re n t)  c o n tr a d ic t io n  would th e re b y  a r i s e  between th e  concep- 

t i m s  i n  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  and t t e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d i s ­

co u rses  about what i s  l o g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le .  I t  i s  (a p p a re n t)  c o n tra d ic ­

t io n s  o f  t h i s  s o r t  which a r e  th e  p rim ary  concern o f  t h i s  e s s a y . On 

th e  o th e r  hand, suppose, a s  I  th in k  i s  th e  c a se , t h a t  A u g u s tin e 's  

argum ent i s  a  lo g ic a l  p o in t  abou t th e  lo g ic a l  in c o n s is te n c y  o f  th e  

su p p o s itio n  t h a t  a  v i s ib l e  e n t i t y  m ight a ls o  be im m utable—e n ta i l i n g  

t h a t  th e  immutable b e in g , God, i s  n o t v i s u a l ly  sense  p e r c e p t ib le .  In  

t h i s  c a s e , th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  can p la u s ib ly  c la im  t h a t  God i s  one 

e x c ep tio n  to  t h i s  g e n e ra l ly  b u t n o t u n iv e r s a l ly  t r u e  (and th e r e fo re  

m erely  e m p ir ic a l)  p r in c ip le .  He can c la im  t h i s  on th e  grounds t h a t  

God has a  p ro p e r s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form y e t  th e  m u ta b i l i ty  o f  t h a t  form 

i s  n o t th e  m u ta b i l i ty  o f  God H im self,

^^A ugustine, On th e  T r in i ty , Bk, I I I ,  Ch, 10,
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In  carder t o  b r in g  t h i s  p o in t  o u t ,  im agine t h a t  p la y s  o r 

b a l l e t s  a re  im m utable e n t i t i e s  i n  th e  sense  t h a t  th ey  a r e  d e f in e d  such 

t h a t  any a l t e r a t i o n  o f  th e  s c r i p t  o r  choreography  o f  e a c h , re sp e c ­

t i v e l y ,  would d e l im i t  a  d i f f e r e n t  p la y  o r  b a l l e t  than  o r ig in a l ly  

e x i s t e d .  Then, w h ile  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p la y  o r  b a l l e t  would i t s e l f  be 

im m utable, one co u ld  v a r io u s ly  a l t e r  th e  perform ances o f  t h a t  p la y  o r 

b a l l e t  and s t i l l  have p ro p e r perfo rm ances o f  t h a t  s p e c i f i c  p la y  o r  

b a l l e t .  That i s ,  one would s t i l l  have a  s e t  o f  perfo rm ances such th a t  

v iew ing  th o se  d i f f e r i n g  perform ances i s  v iew ing  th e  same id e n t i c a l  

p la y  o r  b a l l e t .  I n  th e  same way i n s t a n t i a t i o n s  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form  o f  God co u ld  d i f f e r  somewhat w h ile  rem ain in g  in s ta n ­

t i a t i o n s  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  th e  im m utable e n t i t y ,  

God,

Thus, i f  we f e e l  t h a t  sense  can be made o f  th e  n o tio n  t h a t  God 

has a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , A u g u s tin e 's  argum ent i s  unsound; 

and i f  n o t ,  A u g u s tin e 's  argum ent, i n s o f a r  a s  i t  i s  based  on th e  p r e ­

sumed lo g ic a l  tzm th  t h a t  ev e ry  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  o b je c t m ust a l s o  be 

a  m utable o b je c t ,  i s  unsound g iven  th e  above counterexam ple o f  th e  

h y p o th e t ic a l  im m utable " p la y s"  and " b a l l e t s "  s in c e ,  in  s e e in g  an accu­

r a t e  perform ance o f  one o f  th e s e  p la y s  o r  b a l l e t s ,  one would see  t h a t  

p la y  o r  b a l l e t .  On th e  o th e r  hand, d is re g a rd in g  f o r  th e  moment t h i s  

counterexam ple o f  p la y s  and b a l l e t s ,  A ugustine can o b je c t  here  t h a t  

God h a s  no p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fo rm . But i f  t h i s  o b je c tio n  i s  

r a i s e d  in  t h i s  manner w ith o u t b e in g  b ased  on G od 's  p o sse s s io n  o f 

im m u ta b ility , th e n  i t  i s  most fu n d am en ta lly  n o t G od's im m u ta b ili ty  b u t 

t h a t  He lo g ic a l ly  can have no p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  which 

makes i t  l o g ic a l ly  c o n tra d ic to ry  t o  suppose t h a t  He i s  se n se  p e rc e p -
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t i b l e ,  A u g u s tin e 's  argum ent, th e n , from  G od 's im m u ta b ility  t o  H is 

sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  e i t h e r  f a l l s  o r  i t  i s  sp u rio u s  because  i t  

sim ply  re d u ce s  t o  th e  p o s i t io n  t h a t  God has  no p ro p e r  se n se -p e rc e p ­

t i b l e  form .

The fundam ental p o in t  o f  c o n f l i c t ,  th e n , between th e  u s e r  o f 

o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  and th e  u s e r  o f  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  

d isc o u rse  re d u c e s  to  t h i s  d isag reem en t abou t w hether th e r e  i s  a  form 

which i s  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  form  o f  God such t h a t  to  see  

( to u c h , e t c , )  t h a t  form  i s  to  see  ( to u c h , e t c , )  God H im self, Augus­

t i n e ' s  d e n ia l  (sh a re d  by A quinas) t h a t  God has  a  p ro p er se n se -
66p e rc e p t ib le  form , f o rc e s  him to  a c c e p t som ething l ik e  E a s  an ana­

lo g y  to  p e rc e iv in g  a  v i s i b l e  form o f  God and th e re b y  p e rc e iv in g  God 

H im self, But th en  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  w i l l  have no re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f 

d e te rm in in g  t h a t  th e  v i s i b l e  form which i s  p e rc e iv e d  i s  a  form o f  God 

in  th e  sen se  t h a t  th e  mastodon costume i n  E i s  th e  costume worn by 

R ich ard , and t h i s  r e n d e rs  hollow  c la im s t o  reco g n ize  God H im self d u r­

in g  a  theophany ,

V III

Turn b r i e f l y ,  th e n , to  th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether o r  n o t a n g e ls  

a re  sense im p e rc e p tib le . I n  th o se  v is io n s  i n  which th e  ap p reh en sio n  

o f an an g e l i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  ap p reh en sio n  o f  God, th e  p e rc e p tio n  

o f  a n g e ls  w i l l  c l e a r ly  n o t p re s e n t  a  d i s t i n c t  problem  from  t h a t  a r i s ­

in g  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  claim ed p ercep ticm  o f  God and th e  c o n s id e ra -

^ J x c e p t in g  th o se  s p e c ia l  c a se s  which w i l l  be d isc u s se d  i n  th e  
n e x t c h a p te r  in  which i t  i s  sim ply  p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological con­
t e n t  o f  a  v is io n  Wiich th e  r e c ip ie n t  has  t h a t  God i s  an e n t i t y  in  th e  
v is io n .
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t i o n s  d isc u s se d  above co n cem in g  A u g u s tin e 's  (and  A q u in as 's )  tre a tm e n t 

o f  t h i s  problem  w i l l  ap p ly , m u ta t is  m u tand is, t o  a n g e lic  e p ip h a n ie s . 

I n s o f a r  a s  a n g e ls  a r e  c o n s id e re d  t o  be b e in g s  whose e x is te n c e  

i s  d i s t i n c t  from  t h a t  o f  God, th e  k in d s  o f  problem s j u s t  d isc u sse d  

re g a rd in g  th e  v i s i b l e  form  i n  which God ap p ears  a l l  r e c u r  r e s p e c t in g  

a n g e ls .  Even though a n g e ls ,  co n s id e red  a s  b e in g s  d i s t i n c t  from God, 

a re  o f te n  th o u g h t in  th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  t o  f re q u e n tly  

assume o r  "borrow " b o d ie s , th e y  a r e ,  l i k e  God, in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s , 

Thomas, f o r  in s ta n c e ,  re g a rd s  th e  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s which a n g e ls  

assum e, l i k e  th e  s e n s ib le  form  which God assum es, a s  on ly  r e p re s e n tin g  

c e r ta in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  a n g e li  " s e n s ib le  b o d ie s  a re  so  fa sh ­

io n ed  by a n g e ls  as f i t t i n g l y  to  r e p re s e n t  th e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  p r o p e r t ie s  

o f  a n g e l s , A s  f a r  a s  I  can make o u t ,  Thomas th in k s  t h a t  i n  v i r tu e  

o f  p e rc e iv in g  th e  e p ip h an ic  form  o f  an  an g e l one does n o t  p e rc e iv e  th e  

a n g e l i t s e l f  s in c e  th e  most t h a t  he f e e l s  t h a t  such b o d ie s  " a re  fa sh ­

io n ed  f o r "  i s

t o  t h i s  end , t h a t  by su ch  b o d ily  o rgans th e  s p i r i t u a l  
pow ers o f  th e  a n g e ls  may be made m a n ife s t ; j u s t  a s  by th e  
eye th e  power o f  th e  a n g e ls ' knowledge i s  p o in te d  o u t, and 
o th e r  powers by th e  o th e r  members , , ,  ^

More e x p l i c i t l y ,  P o u la in  d e c la r e s  i n  The G races o f  I n t e r i o r  P ra y e r  

t h a t  when an g e ls

appear i n  a  c o rp o re a l car im ag inary  v is io n ,  what we see  i s
n o t r e a l l y  them , because th e y  have no b o d ie s . I t  i s  a  bor­
rowed form . And, i n  th e  same way, when we see  a n o th e r  man,
we do n o t r e a l l y  see  h i s  so u l in  h i s  f a c e ,° °

^^A quinas, Summa T h e o lo g ica , Pfc, I ,  Q, 51» A r t ,  2 ,  I n  a  s im i­
l a r  v e in ,  c f ,  Maimonides, G uide, f t .  I ,  Ch, 44 and f t ,  I I ,  Ch, 6 ,

^ A q u in a s y Summa T h eo lo g ica , f t .  I ,  Q, 51» A r t ,  3*

^%oulain, Graces, p, 301.



78

I t  can r e a d i ly  be seen  th a t  t h i s  c o n te n tio n  t h a t  th e  s e n s ib le  form o f  

a n g e ls  i s  n o t  t h e i r  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  w i l l  le a d  t o  th e  

problem  o f  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a n g e ls  i n  v i s io n s .

I t  seems t o  me t h a t  P o u la in  i s  m is tak en , o r  a t  l e a s t  m islead ­

in g ,  in  h is  assessm en t o f  our p e rc e p tio n  o f  o th e r  men. Under norm al 

p e rc e p tu a l  c ircu m stan ces , when we p e rc e iv e  a n o th e r  p e r s o n 's  body, we 

th e re b y  p e rc e iv e  him, though even i f  we a re  d u a l i s t s  we do n o t r e f e r  

t o  t h i s  a s  p e rc e iv in g  h i s  " s o u l ,"  F u rtherm ore , we know t h a t  i t  i s  

t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  perscai whom we p e rc e iv e  because o f  th e  c o n cep tu a l con­

n e c tio n  betw een th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  p e r s o n 's  body and th e  p e rc e p tio n  

o f th e  p e rso n . I f  t h i s  s o r t  o f  c o n cep tu a l connection  i s  d en ied  in  th e  

case  o f  p e rc e iv in g  th e  body which an an g e l borrow s and p e rc e iv in g  th a t  

a n g e l, how w i l l  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  th e  a n g e lic  form  which i s  "n o t 

r e a l l y  th e  a n g e l 's  form ” have any re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f  d e te rm in in g  

t h a t  i t  i s  an a n g e l, o r  a  p a r t i c u la r  a n g e l, w hich he i s  p e rc e iv in g ?

A gain, t h i s  problem  can be so lv ed  by co n ce iv in g  o f  th e  form 

which an an g e l assumes a s  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s ib le  form o f  th e  a n g e l such 

t h a t  p e rc e iv in g  th a t  form i s  p e rc e iv in g  th e  a n g e l,  and by n o t  conceiv ­

in g  o f  a n g e lic  form s a s  m erely  form s i n  v i r tu e  o f  w hich th e  p e r c ip ie n t  

se e s  t h a t  an an g e l i s  p re s e n t  o r  t h a t  he has  c e r ta in  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

That i s ,  t h i s  problem  can be so lv ed  i f  p e rc e iv in g  th e  body which an 

an g e l assumes and th e re b y  p e rc e iv in g  th e  a n g e l i s  th o u g h t o f  a s  

m odelled on th e  r e la t io n s h ip  which p e rc e iv in g  th e  body o f  a  human 

b e in g , on a  d u a l i s t  co n cep tio n , h as  t o  p e rc e iv in g  th e  p o s s e s s o r  o f  th e  

body.
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IX

I t  m ight be th o u g h t t h a t  th e  c o n f l i c t  between u s e r s  o f  th e  

th e o lo g ic a l  and u s e r s  o f  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d is c o u rs e s  o v er w hether 

God and a n g e ls  have p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s on ly  a r i s e s  in  th e  

ca se  o f  c o rp o re a l v is io n s .  I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  t h a t  th e re  i s  

a  p h y s ic a l  phenomenon— say  a  m a te r ia l  body—which i s  l i t e r a l l y  p e r ­

ce iv ed  by th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  an im ag inary  (o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l )  v is io n .

Though m y stic s  deny t h a t  im ag inary  v is io n s  a re  l i k e  in s ta n c e s  

o f  o rd in a ry  im ag in in g s , t h i s  d e n ia l  i s  based  on such  c o n s id e ra t io n s  a s  

t h a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i s  n o t a b le ,  a s  he would be d u rin g  o rd in a ry  ima­

g in in g s ,  t o  m an ipu la te  th e  c o n te n t o f  h is  p e rc e p tio n  a t  w i l l  and t h a t  

th e  o b je c ts  p e rc e iv e d  a re  beyond th e  power o f  im ag in in g . There i s  no 

in h e re n t  re a so n  why im ag inary  v is io n s  m ight n o t in v o lv e  m en ta l im ages 

l i k e ,  b u t d i f f e r i n g  i n  th e  fo re g o in g  r e s p e c ts  from , th o se  in v o lv ed  in  

o rd in a ry  c a se s  o f  im ag in in g . I n  f a c t  S t ,  John o f th e  G ross says*

I t  must be  u n d ersto o d  t h a t  b en ea th  t h i s  term  'im ag in a ry  
v is io n *  we purpose  to  in c lu d e  a l l  th in g s  which can be r e p re ­
se n te d  t o  th e  Im ag ina tion  s u p e m a tu ra l ly  by means o f  any 
im age, form , f ig u r e  and s p e c ie s ,  Fca: a l l  th e  app rehensions 
and s p e c ie s  w hich, th ro u g h  a l l  th e  f iv e  b o d ily  s e n se s , a re  
re p re s e n te d  t o  th e  so u l , ,  • may lik e w ise  occu r a f t e r  a  
s u p e rn a tu ra l  manner, and be re p re s e n te d  to  i t  w ith o u t any 
a s s is ta n c e  o f  th e  outw ard s e n se s , , , , [ th e s e  im ages and 
s p e c ie s ]  d i f f e r  n o t  in  t h e i r  n a tu re  , ,  , from th o se  which 
e n te r  by th e  outw ard s e n s e s ,70

Thomas seems t o  re c o g n iz e  t h a t ,  f o r  th e  u s e r  o f  th e  th e o lo g i­

c a l  d is c o u rs e ,  p u rp o rte d  m en tal im ages in  an im ag inary  v is io n  o f  a  

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f God p re s e n t  th e  same d i f f i c u l t i e s  a s  p u r -

^ S t ,  John o f  th e  C ro ss, A scent o f  Mount Carm el, t r a n s ,  E , 
A ll is o n  P e e rs  (Garden C ity , N .Y ., 1958), Bk, I I ,  Ch, 1^*2, 3 (h e re ­
a f t e r  c i t e d  a s  S t .  John o f th e  C ross, A sc e n t) ,
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p o r te d  o rd in a ry  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  a  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form  o f  Him

d u rin g  a  c o rp o re a l v i s io n ,  (A ugustine a l s o  sometim es ap p ears  to

reco g n ize  th is *  e ,g ,  i n  Book X II, C hapter 2 o f  h i s  L i t e r a l  Commentary

on G en es is . )  A lthough, f o r  in s ta n c e ,  Thomas th in k s  t h a t  I s a i a h 's

theophany o f  God a s  re c o rd e d  i n  I s a ia h  6 o ccu rs  d u r in g  an im ag inary ,
71in s te a d  o f a  c o rp o re a l v is io n ,  when he d e a ls  w ith  a s s e r t io n s  in  th e  

m ystic  d isc o u rse  o f  p e rc e iv in g  God, he c o n c u r re n tly  d e a ls  w ith  in ­

s ta n c e s  o f  im ag inary  and c o rp o re a l  v i s io n s .

I n  t h i s  r e g a rd ,  Thomas says t h a t

when a  p ro p h e tic  r e v e la t io n  i s  conveyed by im ages i n  th e  
im a g in a tio n , th e n  th e re  must be an a b s t r a c t io n  from  th e  
s e n se s , l e s t  what i s  seen  i n  im ag in a tio n  be tak en  f o r
e x te r n a l  s e n s e -o b je c ts ,7 2

and A ugustine say s  t h a t

when i n  dreams o r  in  e c s ta s y  we ex p e rien ce  im ages o f  b o d ies , 
we do n o t d i s t in g u is h  them from b o d ie s  a t  a l l ,  u n le s s  when a  
man, r e tu rn in g  t o  h i s  b o d ily  s e n se s , re c o g n iz e s  t h a t  [ th o se  
im ages were n o t ]  d e r iv e d  from  a  b o d ily  s e n s e ,73

As Aquinas and A ugustine i m p l i c i t l y  s e e , t o  p e rc e iv e  God i n  any sense  

by means o f  a  m en ta l image e n t a i l s  t h a t  some im agined p h y s ic a l  form  

and some im agined sen se  q u a l i t i e s  a re  p e rc e iv e d  and , th u s ,  e n t a i l s  

t h a t  God cou ld  be seen  in  a  c o rp o re a l v is io n  by means o f  a  s im i la r  

p h y s ic a l  form and s im i la r  sen se  q u a l i t i e s .  M oreover, th e  o b je c ts  ima­

g in ed  i n  m ental im ages a re  b o th  lo c a te d  i n  space and p e rc e iv e d  from  a  

p h y s ic a l  p o in t  o f  view* one im ag ines o n e 's  b e s t  f r i e n d  and in  d o in g  so

^^See a ls o  A u g u s tin e 's  L i t e r a l  Commentary on G en esis , Bk, X II, 
Ch, 26 and S t ,  B ernard , Sermons on th e  Song o f  Songs, Sermon33, p a r ,  6 ,

^^A quinas, Summa T h eo lo p jca , P t ,  I I ,  I I ,  Q, 173» A r t ,  3» c i t e d  
from  S t ,  Thomas A quinas, Summa T h eo lo g lae . e d , and t r a n s ,  Roland 
P o t te r  (London* B la c k f r ia r s ,  1970), Vol, 45 .

^^A ugustine, L i t e r a l  Commentary on G enesis , Bk, X II, Ch, 2 ,
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aae im ag ines him, e . g . ,  i n  f r o n t  o f  one and seen  from  a  th r e e - q u a r te r s  

•p ro f i le . I n  accordance w ith  th e s e  two a s p e c ts  o f  m en ta l im ages, 

T e re s a 's  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  h e r  most famous e c s ta s y  re sem b le s  common 

d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  o rd in a ry  im ag in ings i n  t h a t  she s e e s  th e  Seraph "aa 

h e r  l e f t  s id e ” and , a p p a re n tly , from th e  f r o n t ,  s in c e  she d e s c r ib e s  

se e in g  th a t  ”h ls  face  [w as] b u rn in g .”

T h e re fo re , i f  God can be percei-ved by means o f  a  m en ta l im age, 

and th u s  such th a t  th e  ”im aglned” o b je c t  i s  phenom eno log ica lly  spa­

t i a l l y  lo c a te d  and observed from  a  p o in t  o f  v iew , th e n  God co u ld  be 

p e rce iv ed  by  means o f a  s im i la r ,  l i t e r a l l y  e x i s t e n t  p h y s ic a l  phenome­

non which was s im i la r ly  b u t l i t e r a l l y  e x te r n a l ly  s p a t i a l l y  lo c a te d  and 

l i t e r a l l y  •viewed from a  s im i la r  p o in t  o f  •view. Hence th e  (a p p a re n t)  

co n ^ trad ic tio n s  d isc u sse d  in  t h i s  c h a p te r  between th e  th e o lo g ic a l  and 

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse s  which a r i s e  co n c em in g  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  

God and a n g e ls  i n  c o rp o re a l v is io n s  w i l l  r e c u r  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  ima­

g in a ry  v is io n s .

The p o in t  o f  c o n f l i c t ,  th e n , and th e  b a s is  o f  any (a p p a re n t)  

l o g ic a l  c o n tra d ic t io n  which e x i s t s  between th e  th e o lo g ic a l  and m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  language games w ith  re g a rd  t o  bo th  c o rp o re a l  and im ag in ary  

v is io n s  (and i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is i ta is  in s o f a r  a s  th e y  do in v o lv e  im ages 

[ s e e  p p . 7 -8 ])  i s  w hether d u rin g  th e se  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s  God Him­

s e l f  and a n g e ls  themsel^ves a re  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d . T h is d isag reem en t 

i s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  c e n te red  around th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether th e re  i s  a  

p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  God and o f  each  p a r t i c u l a r  an g e l such 

t h a t  p e rc e iv in g  th o se  form s coun ts  a s  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g ,  re sp e c ­

t i v e l y ,  God H im self o r  an an g e l i t s e l f . I t  i s  i n  t h e i r  a tte m p t to  be



82

l e a s t  d is r u p t iv e  t o  th e  o rthodox  th e o lo g ic a l  d o c t r in e s  t h a t  u s e rs  o f  

th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e  have d en ied  t h i s  s a l i e n t  f e a tu re  o f  th e  mys­

t i c  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  t h a t  i t  i s  God H im self o r  an an g e l i t s e l f  

which i s  p e rc e iv e d  i n  v is io n s  in v o lv in g  p u ta t iv e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f 

th e s e  b e in g s . I t  i s  w orth  n o tin g  ag a in  i n  summation th a t  th e  m y stic  

l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  i s  n o t a s  d is r u p t iv e  to  th e  o rthodox th e o lo g ic a l  

p o s i t io n s  a s  m ight be supposed .

Three c r u c ia l  and c e n t r a l  th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e s  a re  n o t ,  as  

th e o lo g ia n s  have assum ed, c o n tra d ic te d  by th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i­

t i o n ,  I  have argued  t h a t  th e  im p o rta n t th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e s  o f  th e  

in f in i tu d e  and im m u ta b ility  o f  God a re  n o t c o n tra d ic te d  by m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  a s s e r t io n s  o f  l i t e r a l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God, Most s ig ­

n i f i c a n t l y ,  th e  d o c tr in e  o f G od's and a n g e ls ' in c o rp o re a l i t y  i s  n o t 

c o n tra d ic te d  by  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s . The su p p o s it io n , 

im p lied  by th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n ,  t h a t  th e s e  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  

have p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p t ib le  fo rm s, was m odelled on th e  r e la t io n s h ip  

which h o ld s  on a  d u a l i s t  concep tion  between p e rc e iv in g  a  p e r s o n 's  body 

and p e rc e iv in g  th a t  p e rso n . P la y s  can be s e n s ib ly  p e rce iv ed  even 

though th e y  a re  in c o rp o re a l; on th e  d u a l i s t  co n cep tio n , th e  p e rso n , who 

i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  a  so u l o r  m ind, i s  sense  p e r c e p t ib le  even though 

in c o rp o re a l  s in c e  t o  p e rc e iv e  a  p e r s m 's  body u nder normal, circum ­

s ta n c e s ,  t o  p e rc e iv e  t h a t  perscm . Hence, assum ing a  v a s t ly  more t r a n ­

s i e n t  r e l a t io n s h ip  betw een God o r  a n g e ls  and t h e i r  p ro p e r  se n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  fo rm s, th e r e  i s  no c o n tra d ic t io n  in  su g g e s tin g  t h a t  

a n o th e r  in c o rp o re a l  e n t i t y —God car an an g e l— i s  l i t e r a l l y  s e n s ib ly  

p e rc e iv e d  when one p e rc e iv e s  th e  a p p ro p ria te  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  

fo rm . Thus fo rm u la tio n  P j o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  w i l l  n o t co u n t.
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a p a r t  from  i t s  more s p e c i f ic  re fo rm u la tio n  a s  Pg ^  —3 , S’S a in s t  th e  

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n .



THREE

VISICNS, PICTURES, AND RULES

I n  d e l in e a t in g  th e  c e n t r a l  p o in ts  o f  d isag reem en t between th e  

p o s i t io n s  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and th e  u s e r  o f  th e o lo g ic a l  d i s ­

c o u rse , two m ajor i s s u e s  have been r a i s e d  by th e  d if f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e i r  

p o s i t io n s .  F i r s t ,  can th e s e  two a p p a re n tly  c o n tra d ic to ry  p o s i t i m s  be 

ren d e red  c o n jo in t ly  com patib le? Second, what e lem en ts  o f  th e  s t r u c ­

tu r e  o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e rie n c e s  cou ld  en ab le  th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  

v is io n s  t o  have any re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f c o r r e c t ly  re c o g n iz in g  th e  

b e in g s  in  t h e i r  v is io n s ?  A t h i r d  is s u e  i s  r a i s e d  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  

m y stic s  te n d  i n  t h e i r  v is io n s  t o  p e rc e iv e  personages o r e n t i t i e s  which 

a re  accorded  a  s p e c ia l  r e l ig io u s  s ig n if ic a n c e  i n  th e  m y s t ic 's  own 

r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n  w hile  te n d in g  n o t to  p e rc e iv e  personages o r  e n t i ­

t i e s  which a re  s im i la r ly  r e l ig io n  s p e c i f ic  t o  o th e r  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i ­

t i o n s ,  What s t r u c t u r a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e s  cou ld  

e x p la in  wly m y stic s  te n d  d u r in g  t h e i r  v is io n s  t o  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  

which acco rd  w ith  th e  m y s tic s ' e x p e c ta tio n s?

I n  t h i s  c h a p te r  I  w i l l  d is c u s s  th e se  th re e  i s s u e s  by a n a ly z in g  

v is io n s  in v o lv in g  a l le g e d  s e n s o ry - l ik e  e x p e rien c e s  o f  God and a n g e ls  

which do n o t e n t a i l  any commitment by th e  p a r t i c ip a n t  to  th e  a c tu a l  

e x i s t e n t i a l  s t a t u s  o f  th e  o b je c t ,  o r p e rc e iv e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  

o b je c t ,  o f  th e  e x p e r ie n c e , I  w i l l  a ttem p t t o  ( l )  narrow  th e  fo c u s  o f  

th e  f i r s t  i s s u e  by d i s p e l l in g ,  f o r  t h i s  l im ite d  ran g e  o f  v is io n s ,  th e

84
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ap p aren t l i n g u i s t i c  dev iance w ith in  th e  language game o f  o rd in a ry  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  o f  m ystic  s ta te m e n ts  such  a s ,  " I  have j u s t  seen 

(o r  touched) God (o r  an a n g e l ) ,” and (2 ) f o r  t h i s  l im i te d  range  o f  

v is io n s ,  o f f e r  answ ers to  th e  second and t h i r d  q u e s tio n s ,  % i s  

c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e se  th re e  p ro b le m a tic  f e a tu r e s  o f  v is io n s  w i l l  be 

made by re c o g n iz in g  and dev elo p in g  th e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between th e  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  in v o lv ed  in  v is io n s  and th o se  in v o lv ed  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

p i c t o r i a l  a r t  and , t o  a  l e s s e r  e x te n t ,  dream s.

The fo llo w in g  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  p i c t o r i a l  r e p re ­

s e n ta tio n s  in  a r t  w i l l  o p e ra te  im p o rta n tly  in  d ev e lo p in g  p a r a l l e l s  

between th e  p e rc e p tio n s  in v o lv ed  in  v is io n s  and th o se  in v o lv ed  in  re p ­

r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .

C onsider th e  c la s s  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts — c a l l  them th e  A r t ic u l t s — 

who cla im  th a t  God and o th e r  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  such a s  a n g e ls  a re  

d e p ic te d  in  r e l ig io u s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  An A r t i c u l t ,  upon v iew ing 

th e  S is t in e  c e l l in g ,  may claim  to  "see  God s t r e tc h in g  h i s  hand o u t to  

Adam d u rin g  th e  c r e a t io n ,” In  t h i s  in s ta n c e ,  such  an u t te ra n c e  i s  n o t 

l i n g u i s t 1c a l ly  odd and i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  no d i f f e r e n t  from a  p e r s o n 's  

claim  th a t  he " se e s  S o c ra te s  dying" when v iew ing D a v id 's  p a in t in g  The 

Death o f  S o c ra te s .

In  say in g  t h a t  he " se e s  S o c r a te s ,” th e  p e rso n  lo o k in g  a t  The 

Death o f  S o c ra te s  i s  n o t th e re b y  com m itting h im se lf  t o  any claim  about 

th e  p re s e n t  e x i s t e n t i a l  s t a t u s ,  o r  th e  c h a ra c te r  and a c t s ,  o f  th e  

Greek p h ilo so p h e r  d e p ic te d  in  th e  p a in t in g .  L o cu tio n s  such  a s  ”r e p r e -  

s e n ts  X ,  ” ”d e p ic ts  x , ” and " i s  a  p ic tu r e  o f  x , ” a re  ambiguous a s  to
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w hether o r  n o t  x  e x i s t s  ( i f  an o b je c t)  o r  i s  a c tu a l  ( i f  a  s t a t e  o f 

a f f a i r s ) . P ic tu re s  o f  u n ic o rn s  do n o t r e p re s e n t  o r  d e p ic t  r e a l  e n t i ­

t i e s ;  a  p ic tu r e  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  man m ight o r  m ight n o t r e p re s e n t  o r  

d e p ic t  a  r e a l  man o r ,  i f  th e  man a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s ,  r e a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  o r  

f a c t s  abou t t h a t  man. T h e re fo re , I  w i l l  u se  lo c u tio n s  o f  th e  form , 

" re p re s e n ts  x , "  " d e p ic ts  x , ” and " i s  a  p ic tu r e  o f  x ,"  when x  a c tu a l ly  

e x i s t s  o r  ( f o r  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s )  a c tu a l ly  o b ta in s ,  and I  w i l l  use 

lo c u tio n s  o f  th e  form , " x - r e p r e s e n ta t io n ,"  " x -d e p ic tio n ,"  and "x - 

p i c t u r e ,"  when no in fe re n c e  can be made from  an a p p ro p ria te  usage o f  

such  lo c u t io n s  t o  th e  p r e s e n t  e x is te n c e  o r  a c tu a l i t y  o f  x ,^  Thus an 

A r t ic u l t  i s  n o t  committed t o  th e  e x is te n c e  of God o r  G od's hand when 

he says t h a t  he " se e s  God to u ch in g  th e  hand o f Adam," o r  when he says 

i n  o rd in a ry  d isc o u rse  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  " re p re s e n ta t io n  o f  God c r e a t in g  

Adam" on th e  S i s t in e  c e l l i n g ,  s in c e  he m i ^ t  mean by th e  l a t t e r  m erely  

t h a t  th e re  i s  a  G o d -re p re se n ta tio n  on th e  S i s t in e  c e i l i n g .

Now, suppose an A r t ic u l t  approaches a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t ­

in g  e n t i t l e d  God and Nine A ngels. There a re  te n  humanoid f ig u r e s  i n  

th e  p a in t in g .  How i s  th e  A r t ic u l t  t o  know which f ig u re  i s  God- 

d e p ic tin g ?  I t  m ight be th e  case  t h a t  one o f  th e  te n  f ig u r e s  i s  id e n ­

t i f i a b l e  a s  God because one f ig u re  i s  a  more f a th e r ly  ty p e  th a n  th e

o th e r s ,  i s  l a r g e r  th an  th e  o th e r s ,  i s  c e n t r a l ly  lo c a te d ,  i s  h i ^ e r
2

th a n  th e  o th e r  f ig u r e s ,  and i s  w earing a  crown,

K endall W alton, in  " P ic tu re s  and M ake-B elieve,"^  has  su g g ested

^I fo llo w  N elson Goodman's usage h e re .  See Languages o f A rt 
( In d ia n a p o l is ,  1968), p p , 22-23»

^Such d ev ic e s  a re  a c tu a l ly  employed in  m edieval a r t  t o  id e n ­
t i f y  and d i s t in g u is h  d iv in e  b e in g s ,

& e n d a l l  W alton, " P ic tu re s  and M e& e-Believe," P h ilo so p h ic a l  
Review. J u ly  1973» PP. 283-319.
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t h a t  f o r  a  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p i c tu r e  t o  be an x -d e p ic t io n  f o r  a  c e r ta in  

s o c ie ty  i t  i s  n e c e ssa ry  t h a t  th e r e  be a  game o f  m ake-believe  f o r  t h a t  

s o c ie ty  such th a t  by th e  r u le s  o f  t h a t  game, "y  e x i s t s "  (where £  i s  a  

name o r  id e n t i f y in g  d e s c r ip t io n )  and " £  i s  an x" a re  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  

t r u e  in  v i r tu e  o f  c e r ta in  p r o p e r t i e s  which th e  p ic tu r e  l i t e r a l l y  pos­

s e s s e s ,  and a c t io n s  which a r e  in s ta n c e s  o f  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv in g  th e  

p ic tu r e  i n  v a rio u s  ways count a s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  p erfo rm in g  v a r io u s  

p e rc e p tu a l  a c t io n s  v i s - a - v i s  x ,^  A ccording t o  t h i s  acc o u n t, by l i t ­

e r a l l y  v is u a l ly  p e rc e iv in g  th e  s p lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  on canvas which com­

p r is e  The Death o f  S o c ra te s , one s e e s ,  i n  v i r tu e  o f  th e  r u le s  o f  a  

game o f  m ak e-believe , t h a t  S o c ra te s  i s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  se a te d  on a  

couch (o b v io u s ly  S o c ra te s  does n o t  a t  any  moment d u r in g  which D a v id 's  

p a in t in g  m ight be viewed a c tu a l ly  s i t  on a  couch i n  A th en s), I  w i l l  

assume in  t h i s  e ssa y  t h a t  W alton i s  c o r r e c t  ( I  th in k  t h a t  he i s  co r­

r e c t )  i n  t h i s  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  r o le  o f  r u l e s  o f  m ake-believe  i n  maWng

If,
Walton cauLls th e  t r u t h s  which a r e  apprehended in  t h i s  manner 

(and th e  r u le s  in  v i r tu e  o f  which th e y  a re  apprehended) m ake-believe  
t r u t h s  (and r u le s  o f m ak e-b e liev e) r a t h e r  than  im ag in ary  t r u t h s  (and 
im ag inary  r u le s )  f o r  t h i s  r e a s o n . P ro p o s i t io n s  a re  im a g in a r ily  t ru e  
j u s t  in  case  th e y  a re  f i c t i o n a l l y  t r u e  i n  v i r tu e  o f  some f a c t  which i s  
e n t i r e ly  a  f a c t  abou t som eone's im eigining (o r  p re te n d in g , supposing , 
dream ing) t h a t  i t  i s  t r u e .  The m ake-believe  t r u t h s  o f  r e p re s e n ta ­
t i o n a l  a r t ,  w h ile  f i c t i o n a l l y  t r u e ,  a re  n o t e n t i r e l y  f i c t i o n a l l y  t ru e  
i n  v i r tu e  o f  f a c t s  abou t som eone's im ag in in g , p re te n d in g , e t c , ,  b u t 
a r e ,  i n  p ^ ,  f i c t i o n a l l y  t r u e  in  v i r tu e  o f  f a c t s  ab o u t a c t s  o f  p e r ­
c e p tio n s  ( e ,g ,  th e  p e rc e iv e r  l i t e r a l l y  lo o k s  a t  D a v id 's  p a in t in g  in  
o rd e r  to  m ak e-b eliev ed ly  be lo o k in g  a t  S o c ra te s )  and in  v i r tu e  o f  
f a c t s  ab o u t th e  p h y s ic a l  c o n f ig u ra tio n  o f  th e  p a in t  on th e  can v as .

A lso , in  o rd e r  t o  adhere t o  W alto n 's  c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  th e  
game o f  m ake-believe n e c e s s a r i ly  o p e ra t iv e  i f  a  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  p ic ­
tu r e  i s  to  be an x -d e p ic tio n  f o r  a  c e r t a in  s o c ie ty ,  th e  use  o f  lo cu ­
t io n s  l i k e  "m ake-believe X 's , "  "X m ak e-b e liev ed ly  b e in g  G ," and ( th e  
a c t - d e s c r ip t iv e  lo c u tio n )  "m ak e-b e liev ed ly  X -ing" shoulcTbe s t r i c t l y  
und ersto o d  a s  d en o tin g  lo c u t io n s  w ith  a  s e n te n t i a l  o p e ra to r  o f  th e  
farm " I t  i s  m ake-believed ly  t r u e  t h a t  ,  ,  ,"
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r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p i c tu r e s  x -d e p ic t io n s  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s o c ie ty .

Thus, on t h i s  accoun t by l i t e r a l l y  v i s u a l ly  p e rc e iv in g  c e r ta in  

sp lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  in  th e  h y p o th e tic a l  p a in t in g ,  God and Wine A ngels, 

in  v i r tu e  o f which th e r e  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  e x i s t s  a  l a r g e s t ,  f a th e r ly ,  

crowned, e t c , ,  f ig u r e ,  th e  v iew er m ak e-b e liev ed ly  se e s  God— th a t  i s ,  

i t  i s  m ake-believed ly  t ru e  t h a t  th e  v iew er s e e s  God—in  v i r t u e  o f  th e  

r u le  o f  m ake-believe t h a t  a  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  a  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  

crowned, l a r g e r  th a n , and more f a t h e r l y  b e in g  th a n  th e  b e in g s  re p re ­

sen ted  by m en -rep re se n ta tio n s  o r  a n g e l- r e p r e s e n ta t l  ons i s  a  God- 

r e p re s e n ta t io n ,  Because such r u l e s  o f  m ake-believe  o p e ra te  i n  r e p r e -  

sentatiO T ial a r t ,  we f e e l  t h a t  i t  would n o t be " r ig h t "  f o r  God to  be 

re p re se n te d  a s  th e  f ig u r e  o f s m a lle s t  p h y s ic a l  s ta tu r e  in  com parison 

to  th e  a n g e ls  o r t o  be re p re s e n te d  a s  a  young man w hile  th e  a n g e ls  a re  

re p re se n te d  a s  more m ature p e rso n ag es , (N o tice  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t  th e  

case t h a t ,  in  v i r tu e  o f  r u le s  o f  m ak e-b e liev e , th e  p h y s ic a l  c o n f ig u ra ­

t io n s  o f th e  p a in t in g  them selves count a s  f ig u r e s  o f  God and a n g e ls i  

th e  p h y s ic a l  p a in t in g  i s  n o t i t s e l f  p a r t  o f  th e  m ake-believe  w orld and 

w hile i t  da in  v i r tu e  o f th e  p a r t i c u l a r  p h y s ic a l  c o n f ig u ra tio n s  o f  th e  

p a in t in g  th a t  th e  p a in t in g  i s  a  G o d -an d -an g e ls-d ep ic tica i, th o se  ctm - 

f lg u r a t io n s  a re  n o t them selves i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  m ake-believe  f ig u r e s  

o f  w hich, because o f  th e  o p e ra tiv e  r u l e s  o f  m ak e-b e liev e , th e y  a re  x -  

d e p lc t io n s ,)

The game o f  m ake-believe f o r  r e l i g i o u s ,  a s  w e ll a s  m ost, r e p ­

r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  te n d s  to  be re a so n a b ly  s tr a ig h tfo rw a rd ,  God i s  "Our 

F a th e r in  Heaven"; G o d -re p re se n ta tio n s  a re  conmonly o lder-m an- 

d e p ic tio n s  r a th e r  th an  y o u th -d e p ic tio n s ,  God i s  "King o f  K ings"; a  

G od-dep ic ticn  may be a  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  crowned f ig u r e .  God i s
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a s c r ib e d  g r e a t  power; a  G od-dep ic tion  may be a  f ig u re  th a t  i s  make- 

b e lie v e d ly  o f  p h y s ic a lly  g r e a te r  s ta tu r e  th an  th e  f ig u r e s  in  th e  same 

p a in t in g  which a re  m ake-believe c re a te d  b e in g s . And so  on.

However, th e  r u le s  o f m ake-believe need n o t be s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  

and sim ple f o r  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  r e l ig io u s  a r t ,  and th e y  may be espe­

c i a l l y  a b s tru s e  f o r  th o se  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  which a re  

p a r t i c u la r ly  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e p re s e n t  p ic to rieüL ly  in  any s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  

fa s h io n , F or in s ta n c e ,  i n  T in to r e t t o 's  The L a s t Supper one a p p a re n tly  

o p e ra tiv e  r u le  o f m ake-believe i s  t h a t  m ake-believe b e in g s  w ith  wings 

which a re  d e p ic te d  a s  f ilm y  c r e a tu re s  f lo a t in g  in  th e  a i r  a re  make- 

b e lie v e d ly  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s  (namely a n g e ls ) .  In  c o n t r a s t ,  i n  th e  

S is t in e  c e i l in g  in c o rp o re a l- a n g e l- r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  ap p ear t o  be r e p re ­

s e n ta tio n s  o f m ake-believe c o rp o re a l b e in g s  who a re  a s  s o l id  a s  th e  

m ake-be lieved ly  e x i s te n t  humans re p re s e n te d  t h e r e T h e  r u le  opera­

t iv e  h ere  seems t o  be t h a t  w in g e d -b e in g -re p re se n ta tio n s  a re  a n g e l-  

r e p re s e n ta t io n s  w hether o r  n o t th o se  b e in g s  ap p ear t o  have a  f ilm y  

e x te r io r ,^

F in a l ly ,  th e re  c an n o t, i n  our system  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n ,  be a

^ S cu lp tu re  o f f e r s  a  somewhat more r e s t r i c t i v e  medium f o r  th e  
r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  d e p ic te d . We can 
s e e , though, th a t  f o r  in s ta n c e  in  B e r n in i 's  s c u lp tu re  o f th e  e c s ta s y  
o f  S t ,  T e re sa , th e  o p e ra tiv e  r u le s  o f m aJœ -believe a re  s im i la r  to  
th o se  in v o lv ed  in  th e  S i s t in e  c e i l in g  in c o rp o re a l- a n g e l- r e p r e s e n ta -  
t i o n s .  In  B e r n in i 's  s c u lp tu re  l i t e r a l l y  s o l id  form s a re  c lo u d - 
d e p ic tio n s  and r a y -o f - l lg h t - d e p ic t io n s  and th e  in c o rp o re a l-a n g e l-  
r e p re s e n ta t io n  ap p ears  t o  be a  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  a  m ake-believe co r­
p o re a l  b e in g  which p o sse s se s  th e  same ap p aren t s o l i d i t y  a s  th e  make- 
b e lie v e d ly  e x i s te n t  e a r t h l y - l i f  e -T e re sa ,

^ I t  m ight be t h a t  in  th e  form er case in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s  which 
were p re s e n t  b u t in v i s ib le  to  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  L a s t Supper a re  
be in g  re p re s e n te d  w hile  i n  th e  l a t t e r  case  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s  which 
a re  v i s ib l e —p erh ap s  because th e y  have assumed b o d ies—a re  r e p re ­
s e n te d .
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God- s lm p l lc i t e r  ( o r  a n g e l- s im p l ic i te r ) - r e p r e s e n ta t io n  In  r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t .  There cannot be such  a  r e p re s e n ta t io n  f o r  th e  same 

general, re a so n  t h a t  th e r e  can n o t, in  our system  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n ,  be 

a  J o n e s - s im p l ic i te r - r e p re s e n ta t io n ,  A p a r t i c u la r  man, Jo n e s , i s  many 

th in g s —a  human b e in g , p erhaps a  p lum ber, a  f a th e r ,  th e  head o f  th e  

AFL-dO, a  c igar-sm oker— and, m oreover, can e rro n e o u s ly  be b e lie v e d  to  

be , o r  j u s t  im agined a s ,  m yriad o th e r  th in g s —p erh ap s  a  m i l i ta r y  

le a d e r  o r  an Oxford don, A J  one s - r e p re  s e n ta t i  on in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

a r t  has t o  be a  r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  Jo n es  ^  one o r more o f  th e se  s o r t s  

o f  th in g s*  Jones cannot be d e p ic te d  sim ply  a s  J o n e s , In  th e  same man­

n e r ,  in  a  G o d -re p re se n ta tio n  o r  a n g e l- re p re s e n ta tio n  in  r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t ,  th e  b e in g  in  q u e s tio n  must be re p re s e n te d  m  som ething 

o th e r  th an  sim ply  a s  God o r  an an g e l— e , g , God m ight be re p re s e n te d  as  

C re a to r  o r  F a th e r o f  us  a l l  or R u le r o f  th e  u n iv e rse  o r  g r e a te s t  con­

c e iv a b le  b e in g . Thus i t  i s  n o t ,  f o r  exam ple, a  d e f e c t  o f  th e  Merode 

A lta rp ie c e  t h a t  i n  th e  c e n te r  p a n e l A nnunciation th e  Holy S p i r i t -  

r e p re s e n t  a t i  on, (by  th e  r u le s  o f  m ak e-believe) an a n g e l- l ik e  f ig u re  

c a r ry in g  a  c ro ss  and descend ing  on a  s h a f t  o f  l i g h t ,  does n o t r e p re ­

s e n t th e  Holy S p i r i t  sim ply  as  th e  Holy S p i r i t ,  The Holy S p i r i t  i s  

th u s  re p re s e n te d , p e rh a p s , a s  l i k e  C h r is t  ( s ig n i f i e d  by th e  c ro ss )  and 

in c o rp o re a l  ( s ig n i f i e d  by th e  a n g e lic  f ig u re  t ra n s p o r te d  by l i g h t ) .  

J u s t  a s  Jo n es  m ight be re p re s e n te d  by a  p lu m b e r-re p re se n ta tio n , th e  

Holy S p i r i t  ( i f  He e x i s t s )  i s  h e re  re p re s e n te d  by a  c ro s s -c a r ry in g -  

a n g e l- re p re s e n ta tio n  and cannot be re p re s e n te d  w ith o u t b e in g  r e p re ­

sen te d  a s  som ething o th e r  than  sim ply  a s  th e  Holy S p i r i t ,
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I I

P ic tu r e s  d e p ic t  m ake-believe t r u th s  in  v i r tu e  o f  a  gam e(s) o f  

r u le s  o f  m ake-believe  in  which th e  v iew er i s  a  knowing p a r t i c ip a n t .

In  a  number o f  im p o rtan t r e s p e c t s ,  c e r ta in  v is io n s  a re  l i k e  x -  

r e p r e s e n ta t io n s  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g  and th e se  p a r a l l e l s  sug­

g e s t  t h a t  a  s e t  o f  ( im p l i c i t )  r u le s  analogous t o  th e  r u l e s  o f  make- 

b e lie v e  in  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  i s  o p e ra tiv e  in  th o se  v is io n s ,

( i )  A lthough th e  p erso n  who has ex p erien ced  a  r e l ig io u s  

v is io n  may c la im  (and in  most in s ta n c e s  does c la im ) t h a t  i t  was a  

v is io n  o f  an a c tu a l ly  e x i s te n t  be in g —e ,g ,  God o r  C h r is t  o r an an g e l— 

he need n o t make such a  c la im . In d eed , i f  an educated  tw e n tie th -  

c e n tu ry  man s a id  t h a t  he had a  v is io n  o f  a  u n ic o rn  o r  a  chim era, he 

( o r d in a r i ly )  would presum ably n o t want t o  be th e re b y  com m itted to  

c la im in g  th a t  such  b e in g s  a c tu a l ly  e x i s t .  I t  has  a lre a d y  been seen 

t h a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  an x -d e p ic t io n  in  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  s im i­

l a r l y  does n o t commit h im se lf  to  th e  p re s e n t  e x is te n c e  o f  x  when he 

c la im s t o  "see  x"  i n  lo o k in g  a t  th e  x -d e p ic t io n .  P a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  

d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een, e , g , ,  " x - re p re s e n ta t io n "  and " re p re s e n ta t io n  o f  

X , "  " x -v is io n "  w i l l  be used  t o  denote a  v is io n  o f  an e n t i t y  th e  aot"«T 

e x is te n c e  o r  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  cxr a c t io n s  o f  which cannot be in f e r r e d  

from  th e  occurrence o f  th e  v is io n ,  and th e  lo c u t io n ,  " v is io n  o f  x ,"  

w i l l  be used  to  deno te  a  v is io n  o f  an e n t i t y  which a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s  o r  

th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  a c t io n s  o f  an e n t i t y  which a c tu a l ly  o b ta in ,

( i i )  C orresponding t o  th e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  o f  r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t ,  v is io n s  convey v is io n a ry  t r u t h s .  In  th e  same way in  which
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m ake-believe t r u t h s  in  p ictorieuL  r e p re s e n ta t io n s  a re  n o t t r u t h s  abou t 

th e  p h y s ic a l  p a in t in g ,  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s ,  a s  th ey  w i l l  be u n d ersto o d  in  

t h i s  e s sa y , a re  n o t t r u t h s  abou t v is io n s  in  th e  sense  o f  b e in g  ch arac­

t e r i z a t i o n s  o f  v is io n s — such a s  s t a t i n g  t h e i r  d u ra tio n — b u t a r e  t r u th s  

o f  th e  v is io n ,  th e  t r u t h s  conveyed o r  p re se n te d  3^  th e  v is io n —e .g .  

t h a t  th e re  was ( in  a  p a r t i c u l a r  v is io n )  some c e r ta in  number o f  an g e ls  

who spoke such and such w ords, e t c .  A lso v is io n a ry  t r u t h s ,  a s  I  w i l l  

be u s in g  t h i s  n o t io n , m ust be d is t in g u is h e d  from th e  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o r 

"meaning" o f  a  v is io n *  e ,g ,  Pharoah and King S au l u n d ersto o d  th e  

v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  o f  t h e i r  v i s io n s ,  t h a t  i s  th e y  were co g n izan t o f  th e  

a c tu a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  t h e i r  v is io n s ,  b u t Joseph  and David needed t o  

i n t e r p r e t ,  g iv e  th e  "meaning" o f ,  t h e i r  v is io n s  f o r  them , l i k e  make- 

b e lie v e  t r u t h s ,  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  a re  n o t n e c e s s a r i ly ,  though th e y  

m ight b e , l i t e r a l  t r u t h s .  P a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  usage o f  "m ak e -b e liev e ,"  

" v is io n a ry  X 's ,"  "X v i s io n a l ly  b e in g  G ," and th e  a c t - d e s c r ip t iv e  lo cu ­

t io n  " v is io n a l ly  X -ing" shou ld  be s t r i c t l y  u n d ersto o d  a s  d en o tin g  

lo c u tio n s  w ith  a  s e n te n t i a l  o p e ra to r  o f  th e  form , **It i s  a  v is io n a ry  

t r u t h  t h a t  , , , "

C a ll  th o se  peop le  who c la im  to  have v is io n s  i n  which th e y  p e r ­

ce iv e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  M y s tic u l ts ,  D uring many v is io n s ,  M y s tic u lts  

must know t h a t  th e y  a re  hav ing  a  v is io n  in  o rd e r  to  p e rc e iv e  th e  

v is io n a ry  f a c t s  p re se n te d  in  th e  v is io n ,  S t ,  F ra n c is ,  had he n o t  been 

p re p a red  a s  he was f o r  a  v is io n a ry  ex p erien ce  o f  C h r is t ,  m ight have 

th o u g h t, upon s e e in g  a  six -w in g ed  c re a tu re  a p p a re n tly  f lo a t in g  th rough  

th e  a i r  tow ard him, t h a t  he was h a l lu c in a t in g  an ex ceed in g ly  poor 

phan tasm ic r e p re s e n ta t io n  o f  P eg asu s, S t ,  T e resa  d e s c r ib e s ,  i n  Chap-

^Qne d i f f e r e n c e ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  betw een h a l lu c in a t io n s  and v is io n s
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t e r  7 o f  h e r  L i f e , a  g e n e ra l problem  which a r i s e s  I f  th e  p a r t i c ip a n t

does n o t knew th a t  he I s  p e rc e iv in g  a  v is io n  i

C h r is t  s to o d  b e fo re  me, s t e m  and grave • • • I  saw Him 
w ith  th e  eyes o f  th e  so u l [ i . e .  I t  was an Im aginary  v is io n ]  
more d i s t i n c t l y  th an  I  cou ld  have seen  Him w ith  th e  eyes o f 
th e  body. . . .  I t  d id  me much harm t h a t  I  d id  n o t th e n  know 
i t  was p o s s ib le  to  see any th in g  o th e rw ise  th an  w ith  th e  
ey es  o f  th e  body . . , [S a ta n ]  made me u n d erstan d  i t  t o  be 
im p o ss ib le , and su g g ested  t h a t  I  had im agined th e  v is io n — 
t h a t  I t  m ight be S atan  h im s e lf .

Here T eresa  p o in ts  o u t t h a t  I f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  does n o t r e a l i z e  t h a t  he

I s  ex p e r ie n c in g  a  v is io n  he w i l l  n o t  know t h a t  he I s  apprehending

v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  and m ight th in k  t h a t  he i s  on ly  im ag in ing  th in g s  o r

i s  t h a t  p ro p o s i t io n s  ex p re ss in g  th e  c o n te n ts  o f  th e  h a l lu c ln a to r ’s  
p e rc e p tio n s  a re  u s u a lly  f a l s e ,  I f  tak en  l i t e r a l l y ,  w hile  v is io n s  m ight 
o r  m ight n o t be v e r i d ic a l .  I f  one i s  a  member o f th e  a p p ro p r ia te  
r e l ig io u s  community, he w i l l  e i t h e r  th in k  t h a t  v is io n s  o f  th o se  r e l i ­
g io u s  o b je c ts  whose e x is te n c e  he b e l ie v e s  In  a re  v e r id ic a l  o r ,  a t  
m ost, suspend judgment about th e  l i t e r a l  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  o f  th e  
v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  o f  such v i s io n s .  He would suspend h is  judgment on ly  
becau se , e . g . ,  he th in k s  t h a t  what he ta k e s  t o  be a  v is io n  I s  n o t one 
b u t I s ,  p e rh a p s , a  d ecep tio n  o f  S a tan , o r  becau se , b e in g  a  u s e r  o f  th e  
th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e ,  he th in k s  t h a t  w h ile  he l i t e r a l l y  h ea rs  an 
a n g e l 's  words and se e s  th e  a n g e l 's  borrowed body, he does n o t l i t e r -  
e illy  see th e  an g e l I t s e l f ,  H a llu c in a tio n s  cou ld  be v e r id ic a l—I . e .  In  
th o se  In s ta n c e s  where h a l lu c in a to ry  " fa c ts '*  happen to  ag ree  w ith  
a c tu a l  f a c t s  ( th e re  r e s d ly  i s  a  p in k  e le p h a n t in  th e  c o m e r  o f  th e  
room though th e  p e r c ip ie n t  I s  to o  b le a ry -e y e d  t o  be ab le  t o  see i t ) — 
b u t h a l lu c in a t io n s  a re  f o r  th e  most p a r t  reg a rd ed  an f a l s e  by everyone 
ex cep t th e  h a l lu c in a to r  h im se lf  (and o f te n  even by him) a t  th e  moment 
a t  which he s u f f e r s  th e  h a l lu c in a t io n .  In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  w h ile  a l l  
v is io n a ry  t m t h s  m ight be l i t e r a l l y  t m e —t h a t  i s ,  i t  m ight be l i t e r ­
a l l y  t r u e  b o th  t h a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  p e rc e iv e s  s t a t e  o f a f f a i r s  S and 
th a t  S o b ta in s —even though th e  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  p e rc e iv e d  in  a  h a l lu ­
c in a t io n  cou ld  a l s o  be an a c tu a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s ,  i t  cannot be b o th  
h a l lu c ln a to r i ly  and l i t e r a l l y  t ru e  t h a t  one p e rc e iv e s  t h a t  s t a t e  o f  
a f f a i r s .

T h is  I s  n o t ,  o f  co u rse , a  cheap way o f  a s s u r in g  th e  v e r ld l -  
c a l l t y  o f  a  p u rp o rted  v i s io n .  I f  v is io n s  a re  d e f in e d  w ith in  r e l ig io u s  
com munities a s ,  on th e  w hole, v e r id ic a l  e x p e r ie n c e s , th en  th e  q u e s tio n  
o f  th e  v e r a c i ty  o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  ex p erien ce  w i l l  s im ply  be pushed back 
t o  th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether o r  n o t t h a t  ex p erien ce  i s  p ro p e r ly  a  v is io n  
o r  a  h a l lu c in a t io n .
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m ight th in k  t h a t  he i s  apprehending  Y in s te a d  o f ,  in  a visl< m , appre­

hending X*

One must be a  knowing p a r t i c ip a n t  in  th e  r e le v a n t  game o f 

m ake-believe in  o rd e r  t o  see o r  come t o  know th e  m ake-believe t r u th s  

which a re  p re se n te d  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  and . In  o rd e r  t o  know­

in g ly  p a r t i c ip a te  In  th e  game o f  m ake-believe o p e ra tiv e  in  re p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t ,  one must know t h a t  one i s  p e rc e iv in g  a  p ie c e  o f  re p re se n ­

t a t i o n a l  a r t .  A nalogously , th e  f a c t  t h a t  In  some v is io n s  one must 

know t h a t  one I s  p e rc e iv in g  a  v is io n  i n  o rd e r  t o  p e rce iv e  th e  v is io n ­

a ry  t r u t h s  which a re  p re se n te d  in  i t  su g g e s ts  t h a t  one must be a  know­

in g  p a r t i c ip a n t  in  th e  r e le v a n t  game o f  r u le s  in  o rd e r  t o  p e rc e iv e
O

th o se  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s .  P eople u n fa m ilia r  w ith  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  

and th e re b y  u n acq u a in ted  w ith  th e  r e le v a n t  r u le s  o f  m ak e-b e liev e , w i l l  

n o t m ak e-b e liev ed ly  see  God s t r e tc h in g  H is hand ou t t o  Adam when th ey  

f i r s t  see  th e  S l s t ln e  c e l l in g j  people who have n o t p re v io u s ly  e x p e r i­

enced v is io n s  o f te n  do n o t u n d erstan d  th e  f i r s t  v is io n  th e y  e x p e r l -  

e n c e ~ o n  th e  view  su g g ested  h e re  f o r  c e r ta in  v is io n s ,  th e y  do n o t know 

th e  r u l e s  o f  th e  r e le v a n t  gam e(s) o f  r u le s  which a re  n e c e ssa ry  f o r  th e  

com prehension o f  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  v is io n .  T h is  m ight be In d ic a te d  

by J u l ia n  o f  N orw ich 's  s ta te m e n t n e a r  th e  end o f  h e r R e v e la tio n s  th a t*

On th e  v e ry  day t h a t  i t  happened, when th e  v is io n  had 
p a sse d , I  , , • d en ied  i t ,  and s a id  q u ite  openly  t h a t  I  had 
ra v e d . But m e rc ifu l ly  our Lord J e s u s  would n o t l e t  i t  d i s -

Û
T h is  does n o t mean t h a t  th e  person  ex p e r ie n c in g  a  v is io n  I s  

co n sc ious o f  in f e r r in g  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  by means o f  th e se  v is io n  
r u l e s ,  W alton su g g e s ts  t h a t  a  p a in t in g  i s  an x -d e p ic tio n  f o r  a  c e r­
t a i n  s o c ie ty  o n ly  i f  th e  m ake-believe f a c t s  o f  th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n  a re  
determ ined  w ith o u t e x p l i c i t l y  I n f e r r in g  them from  th e  r e le v a n t  p ro p e r­
t i e s  o f  th e  p ic tu r e  and th e  r u l e s  (W alton, op , c l t , ) .  V ision r u le s  
s im i la r ly  may be h ig h ly  in te r n a l iz e d .
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ap p ear, b u t showed i t  a l l  o v er ag a in  w ith in  my so u l in  
g r e a te r  d e t a i l  .  . , a s  i f  t o  say  . . .  "u n d erstan d  i t  
^ w  , . ,*’9

No one "makes up" th e s e  v is io n  r u le s  which I  am p o s tu la t in g  

any metre th a n  one p a in te r  c o n tr iv e d  a l l  th e  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe 

o p e ra tiv e  i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  Perhaps such v is io n  r u le s  a re  i n  

p a r t  a cq u ired  d u r in g  th e  e x te n s iv e  p re p a ra to ry  e x e rc is e s  and d i s -  

c ip le s h ip  common t o  th e  m y s tic a l t r a d i t i o n .  L ike th e  g rad u a l develop­

ment o f  r u l e s  o f  m ake-believe i n  a r t ,  th e se  v is io n  r u le s  would s low ly  

evo lve  a s  th e  same M y s tic u lt ,  and com m unities o f  M y s tic u l ts ,  saw more 

and more v i s io n s .  P o s s ib ly  t h i s  e v o lu tio n  o f v is io n  r u le s  h e lp s  

e x p la in  why e a r ly  Jew ish  r e c ip i e n t s  o f  v is io n s  a p p a re n tly  d id  n o t d i s ­

t in g u is h  an appearance o f  an an g e l from  an appearance o f  God H im self, 

w hereas l a t e r  r e c ip ie n t s  o f  v is io n s ,  perhaps p e rc e iv in g  v e ry  s im i la r  

phenomena, saw b e in g s , a n g e ls ,  whose e x is te n c e  and appearance was d i s ­

t i n c t  from G od 's (se e  p p . 3 1 -3 2 ),

In  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g ,  th e  a r t i s t ' s  i n t e n t  does n o t 

r i g i d l y  d e f in e  what m ake-believe  t r u th s  can be conveyed by th e  p a in t ­

in g ,  The a r t i s t  may, e . g . ,  in te n d  to  have th e  eyes o f  a  f ig u r e  convey 

s u r p r i s e ,  y e t  i t  may be a s  c o r r e c t  t o  m ake-believed ly  see  awe o r f e a r  

i n  th e  e x p re ss io n  o f  th e  eyes— o r ,  i n  th e  more extrem e case  where th e  

a r t i s t  i s  n o t s u f f i c i e n t ly  s k i l l e d ,  th e  eyes may n o t convey an y th in g  

even l ik e  s u r p r i s e .  I t  i s  t r u e ,  though, t h a t  c e r ta in  more g ro ss  make- 

b e lie v e  f e a tu r e s  o f  a  p e d n tin g  cou ld  n o t c o r r e c t ly  be c m s id e re d  make- 

b e lie v e d ly  f a l s e  by th e  v iew er. I t  cannot be m ak e-b e liev ed ly  t ru e  

t h a t  th e  c e n t r a l  f ig u re  in  The D eath o f  S o c ra te s  i s  A r i s to t l e  o r  a

^ J u l ia n  o f  Norwich, R e v e la tio n s , Ch, 70 ( i t a l i c s  m in e).
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woman.

L ikew ise , i t  seems most p la u s ib le  t o  me t h a t  in  v is io n s  i n  

which v is io n  r u l e s  a re  o p e ra tiv e  th e r e  would n o t b e , f o r  th e  most 

p a r t ,  on ly  a  s i n ^ e ,  r i g i d  s e t  o f  r u le s  c o r r e c t ly  a p p lic a b le  to  a  spe­

c i f i c  v is io n .  Two p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  th e  same v is io n  cou ld  c o r r e c t ly  

u n d ers tan d  some o f  th e  f i n e r  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  d i f f e r ­

e n t ly .  That i s ,  what th ey  ta k e  t o  be th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  could  be 

d i f f e r e n t  y e t  b o th  p e r c ip ie n ts  be c o r r e c t  i n  th e  sen se  t h a t  n e i th e r  

would be a c q u ir in g  b e l i e f s  which c o n tro v e r te d  th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  

which God in te n d e d  th e  v is io n  t o  convey. F or v is io n s ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  do 

d i f f e r  from r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t— w hatever v is io n a ry  

t r u t h s  God, u n lik e  th e  a r t i s t  v i s - a - v i s  p a in t in g ,  in te n d s  a  v is io n  to  

convey a re  th e  c o r r e c t  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  t o  be in f e r r e d  from  th e  

v is io n .  I f  God p re s e n ts  a  v is io n  o f  S t ,  P e te r ,  th e n  i t  v i s io n a l ly  

t r u e  th a t  S t ,  P e te r  can be p e rc e iv e d . Yet I  see  no re a so n  t o  suppose 

t h a t  th e re  co u ld  n o t be c o n s id e ra b le  l a t i t u d e  in  th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  

which God in te n d s  to  be conveyed* in  some p a r t i c u l a r  v is io n  o f  S t ,  

P e te r ,  God may n o t  ca re  w hether i t  i s  u n d ersto o d  t h a t —and hence i t  

would be e q u a lly  c o r r e c t  t o  suppose t h a t — i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  t r u e  t h a t  

P e te r  i s  a p p ea rin g  in  th e  m id st o f  steam  o r  t h a t  he i s  ap p earin g  in  

th e  m idst o f  th e  c lo u d s .

A lso , th e re  i s  an o th e r  re a so n  why t t e  s e t  o f  r u le s  o f  make- 

b e lie v e  o r  v is io n  r u le s  o p e ra t iv e ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  i n  a  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

p a in t in g  o r  v is io n  w i l l  n o t  be r i g i d .  C onsider two d i f f e r e n t  a c t s  o f  

p e rc e iv in g  a  p a in t in g  o r v is io n  where each p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  In v o lv e s  a  

d i f f e r e n t  m eike-believe o r  v is io n  r u l e .  Suppose a  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f  

f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  p a in t in g  o r  v is io n  i s  p e rc e iv e d  d u r in g  each  o f  th e  two
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a c t s .  F or th e  two d i f f e r e n t  m ake-believe  o r  v is io n  r u l e s ,  l i t e r a l l y  

p e rc e iv in g  th e  d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  o f  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  p a in t in g  o r v is io n  

could  count a s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  o r  v i s io n a l ly  p e rc e iv in g  th e  same make- 

b e lie v e  o r  v is io n a ry  t r u t h .  I n  b o th  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g  and 

v is io n s  i t  i s ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  f o r  th e  most p a r t  more im p o rta n t which 

m ake-believe o r  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  th e  p ^ c i p i e n t  p e rc e iv e s  th an  p re ­

c i s e ly  which s e t  o f  m ake-believe r u le s  o r  v is io n  r u l e s  i s  used t o  

a r r iv e  a t  th o se  t r u t h s .

B efore d is c u s s in g  s e v e ra l  more p a r a l l e l s  between x -v is io n s  and 

x -d e p ic tio n s  in  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  i t  i s  w orth n o tin g  th a t  th e  

fo reg o in g  p a r a l l e l s  w i l l  h e lp  e x p la in  why a n o th e r  f e a tu r e  o f  v is io n s  

which m ight appear to  be a  d if f e r e n c e  between v is io n s  and r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t  does n o t c o n s t i tu te  a  d i f f e r e n c e ,

What i s  m e ta p h o r ic a lly  t r u e ,  l i k e  what i s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  

t r u e ,  depends on what i s  l i t e r a l l y  t r u e .  F or exam ple, i t  i s  m etaphor­

i c a l l y  t r u e  t h a t  R ichard  i s  l io n -h e a r te d  o n ly  i f  i t  i s  l i t e r a l l y  t r u e  

t h a t  R ichard  p o sse s se s  c e r ta in  p r o p e r t ie s —e , g , R ichard  i s  f i e r c e  o r  

f e a r l e s s .  Yet w hile  m etaphors se rv e  p r in c ip a l ly  to  i l lu m in a te  o r 

d e sc rib e  f a c t s  about th e  r e a l  w orld , Walton has su g g es te d  th a t  what i s  

m ake-believed ly  t r u e  i s  p r in c ip a l ly  "of i n t e r e s t  in  i t s  own r i g h t ,  

In s o fa r  a s  Walton i s  r i g h t  abou t t h i s ,  i n  numerous in s ta n c e s  v is io n a ry  

t r u t h s  a re  more l ik e  m e tap h o rica l t r u t h s  th an  l i k e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  

in  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  F o r th e  p e r c ip ie n t  o f  v is io n s  who i s  a  b e l ie v in g  

t h e i s t  and who b e l ie v e s  t h a t  h is  v is io n s  a re  v e r id ic a l ,  th e  im port o f

^^W alton, op , c i t , ,  p p , 11-12,
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m y stic a l v is io n s  i s  o f te n  what th e y  t e l l  him about a c tu a l  r e l ig io u s  

t r u th s  about God o r  C h r is t  o r  a n g e ls  (which he ta k e s  t o  be r e a l l y  

e x i s t e n t ) .  G ran ted , v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  may, f o r  exam ple, le a d  th e  r e c i ­

p ie n t  to  change h i s  m oral l i f e ,  b u t presum ably i t  would n o t be because 

o f th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  in  them selves t h a t  he would change h i s  m oral 

l i f e .  R ather i t  i s  because he b e l ie v e s  th o se  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  t o  be 

t r u t h s  about th e  a c tu a l  w orld , t h a t  i s  because he b o th  b e l ie v e s  h is  

v is io n s  t o  be v is io n s  o f  x*s and n o t m erely  x -v is io n s  and , f o r  th e  

r e le v a n t  f e a tu r e s ,  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  x a c tu a l ly  p o s se s se s  th e  p r o p e r t ie s  x  

i s  d e p ic te d  i n  th e  v is io n s  a s  hav ing , t h a t  he would change h i s  m oral 

re a so n in g  and a c t io n s .

However, due t o  th e  u su a l concom itan t r e l ig io u s  commitment o f 

th e  p e r c ip ie n t ,  i t  may be a  p e c u l ia r  f e a tu r e  o f  r e l ig io u s  v is io n s  th a t  

r e l ig io u s  v is io n a ry  t r u th s  a re  l ik e  m e tap h o ric a l t r u t h s  and u n lik e  

m ake-believe t r u t h s  in  t h i s  manner. I f  th e re  a re  r e c u r r e n t  non­

r e l ig io u s  v is io n s ,  where th e  p e rc e iv e r  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  he i s  m erely  hav­

in g  x -v is io n s  and n o t v is io n s  o f  x 's ,  th e y  cou ld  w e ll be o f  i n t e r e s t  

t o  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  p u re ly  in  th em selv es , j u s t  a s  th e  m ake-believe  

t r u t h s  o f p i c t o r i a l  r e p re s e n ta t io n s  a re  o f i n t e r e s t ,  j u s t  i n  them­

s e lv e s ,  t o  an a r t  cognoscen te . F urtherm ore , i t  i s  n o t  t r u e ,  f o r  

in s ta n c e ,  o f  th e  m ake-believe t r u th s  o f  th e  r e l ig io u s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

a r t  o f  th e  M iddle Ages t h a t  th ey  a re  p r in c ip a l ly  o f i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e i r  

own r i g h t .  The r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  o f  t h i s  p e r io d  was im p o rta n tly  

d id a c t ic  in  purpose and th e  a c tu a l  r e l ig io u s  f a c t s  i t  was in te n d e d  to  

convey were a t  l e a s t  a s  im p o rtan t a s  th e  co rresp o n d en t m ake-believe 

f a c t s .

Thus, w hile  r e l ig io u s  v is io n a ry  t r u th s  a re  more l i k e  m etaphor­
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i c a l  t r u th s  th an  l i k e  th e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  o f  n o n - re l ig io u s  r e p re ­

s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  in s o f a r  a s  t h e i r  u su a l p rim ary  c o g i i t iv e  s i g n i f i ­

cance^^ l i e s  in  what th e y  t e l l  one about th e  r e a l  w orld , ( l )  th e  

v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  o f  n o n - re l ig io u s  v is io n s ,  which would, I  ta k e  i t ,

o f te n  m ostly  be o f  i n t e r e s t  in  th em se lv es , a re  more l i k e  th e  make-
12b e lie v e  t r u th s  o f  much n o n - re l ig io u s  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  th an  l ik e  

m etap h o rica l t r u t h s ,  and (2 ) r e l ig io u s  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  a r e  s im i la r  to  

th e  m ake-believe t r u th s  o f  (m ost) r e l ig io u s  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  

r a th e r  th an  b e in g  s im ila r  t o  m e tap h o ric a l t r u t h s ,  i n  th a t  t h e i r  p r in ­

c ip a l  c o g n itiv e  i n t e r e s t  i s  t h e i r  i l lu m in a tio n  o f  f a c t s  abou t th e  

a c tu a l  w orld (o r  about what a re  tak en  t o  be a c tu a l ly  e x i s t e n t  b e in g s  

such a s  God and a n g e ls ) .  S ince t h i s  e s sa y  i s  concerned w ith  r e l ig io u s  

v is io n s ,  th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  d isc u sse d  h e re  w i l l  be l i k e  m ake-believe 

t r u t h s  in  most r e l ig io u s  (and a  g re a t  d e a l  o f  n o n - re l ig io u s )  re p re s e n ­

t a t i o n a l  a r t  in  t h a t  t h e i r  p r in c ip a l  c o g n itiv e  s ig n if ic a n c e  i s  t h e i r  

i l lu m in a tio n  o f  f a c t s  abou t th e  a c tu a l  w orld , though c la im s t o  p e r ­

ce iv e  th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  o f  th e  v is ic a is  co n sid e red  here  do n o t 

n e c e s s a r i ly  commit th e  p e r c ip ie n t  to  any co rresp o n d en t l i t e r a l  t r u t h s ,

( i i i )  The l ik e l ih o o d  t h a t  v is io n  r u le s  a re  o p e ra tiv e  in  c e r ­

t a i n  v is io n s  i s  a ls o  su p p o rted  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  p e rc e iv e rs  o f  v is io n s

R e lig io u s  v is io n s  f re q u e n tly  have an im p o rtan t n o n -c o g n itiv e  
s ig n if ic a n c e ,  S t ,  John o f  the  Gross even re g a rd s  such e f f e c t s  a s  more 
im p o rtan t th an  th e  c o g n itiv e  v a lu e  o f  v is io n s ,  (See S t ,  John o f  th e  
C ross, A scen t, Bk, I I ,  Ch, 2 k ) ,

12T his  s im i l a r i t y  between n o n - re l ig io u s  v is io n s  and non­
r e l ig io u s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  b reaks down v i s - a - v i s  c e r ta in  c la s s e s  
o f  n o n - re l ig io u s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  For exam ple, th e  d e p ic t io n  o f 
a c tu a l  f a c t s  in  many s e c u la r  p o r t r a i t s  i s  a s  im p o rta n t, o r  more im por­
t a n t ,  th an  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e  co rresp o n d en t m ake-believe f a c t s .
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can be m istaken  abou t th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  th ey  p e rc e iv e  i n  a  manner 

s im i la r  to  th e  way in  which v iew ers o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  can be 

m istaken abou t th e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  co n ta in ed  in  th e  p ic tu r e s  th e y  

look  a t .  Even w hile f u l l y  aware o f  th e  r e le v a n t  f e a tu r e s  o f ,  re sp e c ­

t i v e l y ,  a  p a in t in g  o r  v is io n ,  a  p e rc e iv e r  m ight say* " I  th o u g h t t h a t  

was Abraham, Now I  see t h a t  t h a t  i s  God to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam"; 

" I  th o u g h t I  was hav ing  a  v is io n  o f  a  se rap h  which had th e  form  o f a  

c r u c i f ie d  man, b u t now I  r e a l i z e  t h a t  i t  i s  a  v is io n  o f  C h r i s t ,"  Mis­

ta k in g  God f o r  Abraham on th e  S is t in e  c e i l in g  when f u l l y  aware o f  th e  

r e le v a n t  f e a tu re s  o f  th e  f re s c o  could  be th e  r e s u l t  o f  m isapp ly ing  

th e  r e le v a n t  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe—f o r  example th in k in g  t h a t  a  l ig h t-  

b earded , f a th e r ly  f ig u re  in  c e r ta in  c ircu m stan ces  co u n ts  a s  Abraham 

(w here, p e rh a p s , th e  m ake-believe r u le  i s  t h a t  o n ly  s p lo tc h e s  o f 

p a in t  t h a t  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  count a s  r e p re s e n tin g  f ig u r e s  w ith  dark  

b eard s  can m ak e-b eliev ed ly  count a s  Abraham), R egarding v is io n s ,  S t ,  

John o f  th e  C ross adm in ishes n o v ices  n o t t o  be dece iv ed  in  v is io n s  by 

" in te r p r e t in g  them acco rd in g  to  t h e i r  a p p a ren t sense and l i t e r a l l y '  

(T h is  i s  most d i r e c t l y  ak in  to  w ondering, on view ing th e  S is t in e  

c e i l in g ,  who i s  th e  ro tu n d  in d iv id u a l  to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam.) 

M istakes in  what th e  p e rc e iv e r  ta k e s  to  be th e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  o f a  

v is io n  cou ld  come from th e  m isa p p lic a tio n  o f ,  o r p a r t i a l  la c k  o f 

a p p l ic a t io n  o f ,  th e  r e le v a n t  v is io n  r u le s .

S ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  w hile  such m is id e n t i f ic a t io n s , when th e  p e r­

c e iv e r  i s  f u l l y  aware o f  th e  r e le v a n t  f e a tu r e s  o f th e  p e rc e iv ed  

o b je c t ,  a re  u n l ik e ly  t o  occur d u rin g  o rd in a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n  o f an

^ % t ,  John o f  t t e  C ross, A scen t. Bk, I I ,  Ch, 19, p a r ,  5»
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e n t i t y  which we can reco g n ize  n o n - in f e r e n t la l ly — e ,g ,  a  f r i e n d 's  

fa c e —m istaken  id e n t i f i c a t i o n s  do o f te n  o ccu r, even when we a re  f u l l y  

aware o f  th e  r e le v a n t  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  o b je c t  in  q u e s tio n , in  th o se  

in s ta n c e s  o f  o rd in a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n  i n  which we i n f e r e n t i a l l y  

re co g n ize  th e  o b je c t  we p e rc e iv e .  Thus, a  novice o r n i th o lo g is t  may 

m is ta k e n ly  i d e n t i f y  a  c e r ta in  b i r d  a s  a  crow from th e  g e n e ra l s i z e ,  

th e  b lack  c o lo r ,  th e  heavy b i l l ,  e t c , ,  and then  remember th a t  because 

o f  th e  wedge-shaped t a i l  th e  b i r d  shou ld  be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  a  ra v e n . 

R u les cou ld  be c o n s tru c te d  which d i s jo in  th o se  s e t s  o f  f e a tu r e s  each  

s e t  o f  which i s  s u f f i c i e n t  to  id e n t i f y  and c l a s s i f y  each  o f  th e s e  two 

b i r d  s p e c ie s .  Crows and rav en s  a r e  s im i la r  enough t h a t  two such 

r u l e s  would be a l i k e .  The s im i la r i ty  o f  th e se  r u l e s  would le a d  t o  

t h e i r  easy  m isa p p lic a tio n  by b eg in n ers  who would be ( im p l ic i t ly )  

u s in g  th o se  r u le s  in  th e  s tu d y  o f  o rn ith o lo g y . T h is g r e a te r  l i k e l i ­

hood o f m is id e n t i f ic a t io n s  in  p e rc e p tio n s  in v o lv in g  i n f e r e n t i a l  

r e c o g n itio n  r a t h e r  th an  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  re c o g n it io n  im p lie s  th e  use  

o f  r u le s  in  th o se  visiCTis d u rin g  which i t  i s  a ls o  th e  case  t h a t  m is­

id e n t i f i c a t i o n s  o f  th e  p e rc e iv e d  o b je c ts  (and i n f e r e n t i a l  re c o g n i­

t io n s )  a re  l i k e l y ,

( iv )  The m ake-believe w orld  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  and th e  

v is io n a ry  w orld a re  n o t sim ply p ro d u c ts  o f  th e  p e r c e iv e r 's  im agina­

t i o n ,  Were i t  th e  case  t h a t  f o r  each v is io n  th e  v is io n a ry  w orld was 

s im p ly  a  p ro d u c t o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  im a g in a tio n , th en  v is io n  r u le s  

co u ld  n o t be c u r a t i v e  in  any v is io n s  s in c e  v is io n a ry  s t a t e s  o f  

a f f a i r s  would n o t o b ta in  because o f  f a c t s  about l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv in g , 

b u t on ly  because o f  f a c t s  about th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  im ag in in g s, p re te n d -  

in g s ,  e t c .  Not o n ly , though , do v is io n a ry  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o b ta in
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because o f  f a c t s  about l i t e r a l  p e rc e p tio n s ,  p a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  func­

t io n in g  o f r u l e s  o f  m ake-believe in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  b u t th e  

v is io n a ry  w orld cannot sim ply be a  p ro d u c t o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  im agi­

n a tio n  s in ce  th e  p e rc e iv e r  can , a s  p o in te d  ou t above, be m istaken  

about th e  m ake-believe and v is io n a ry  f a c t s  about th e s e  w o rld s . We 

cannot be m istaken  about what we a re  im ag in in g . A lso , t h a t  th e se  

m ake-believe and v is io n a ry  w orlds a re  n o t m erely  p ro d u c ts  o f  th e  p e r ­

c e iv e r 's  im ag in a tio n  i s  e n ta i le d  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  can­

n o t, a s  th ey  can th e  w orld o f im a g in a tio n , even p a r t i a l l y  m anipu late  

a t  w i l l  e i t h e r  th e  m ake-believe w orld o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  o r  th e  

v is io n a ry  w orld . (By "m anipu late  a t  w i l l "  I  mean m an ip u la te  s o le ly  

by a c t s  o f  w ill*  e .g .  m anually moving p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  abou t w ith in  

o n e 's  f i e l d  o f view so a s  to  a f f e c t  m ake-believe t r u th s  i s  n o t mani­

p u la t in g  th e  m ake-believe w orld a t  w i l l  i n  th e  sense  in te n d e d  h e r e ) ,

Evelyn U n d e rh ill  su g g ests^^  th a t  th e  occurrence o f  an im agi­

n ary  v ision  i s  sim ply  an in s ta n c e  o f  the  use  o f  th e  " im ag in a tiv e  

f a c u l ty ,"  But b e s id e s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  v is io n s  cannot be e q u iv a le n t to  

im agin ings f o r  th e  re a so n s  j u s t  g iv en , U n d e r h i l l 's  p o s i t io n  d i r e c t l y  

c o n tro v e r ts  e x p l i c i t  d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  some v is io n s .  For in s ta n c e ,  S t ,  

T e resa  says* "As to  th e  v is io n  o f  lA ich  I  am sp eak in g  th e r e  i s  no

means o f  b r in g in g  i t  about , , , and th e r e  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t a k -
15in g  an y th in g  away from i t ,  o r  o f  adding  a n y th in g  t o  i t , "  Genuine 

v is io n s  a re ,  by  d e f in i t io n  in  th e  w estern  t h e i s t i c  t r a d i t i o n ,  g iven

^^Evelyn U n d e rh ill,  M ysticism , p ,  285,

^ ^ S t, T e resa , L i f e , Oh, 29x1. S t ,  T e resa  was p a r t i c u la r ly  
adamant th a t  v is io n s  a re  n o t m erely  p ro d u c ts  o f  th e  im a g in a tio n . See 
f u r th e r  L ife ,  Ch, 9*6-7; Ch, 28*16; Ch, 38*3» R e l.  9*26; and ^  
I n t e r i o r  C a s t le , S ix th  M ansions, Ch, 9#



103

t o  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  by Grod and a re  n o t p e rc e p tu a l  phenomena which th e  

r e c ip ie n t  can e i t h e r  i n i t i a t e  a lone o r m anipu late  a t  w ill*  " th e  so u l 

may w ish t o  see more th an  i s  p ic tu re d  to  i t ,  b u t th e re  i s  no way in  

which i t  may do s o , nor i s  i t  p o s s ib le  t h a t  i t  sh o u ld ; so I  n ev e r on 

any occasion  saw more th a n  th e  Lord was p le a se d  to  show m e."^^

(v ) In  many v is io n s ,  th e  v is io n a ry  w orld i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 

th e  r e a l  w orld j u s t  a s  th e  m ake-believe w orld  o f r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  

i s  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  r e a l  w orld . U nicorns and chim eras can malœ- 

b e lie v e d ly  e x i s t  i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  and God and an g e ls  can 

v i s io n a l ly  e x i s t  a s  c o rp o re a l b e in g s  in  a  p a in t in g  o r  in  a  v is io n .

But u n ic o rn s , ch im eras, and God and a n g e ls , a s  th ey  a re  understood  in  

o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rs e , do n o t e x i s t ,  qua se n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  b e in g s , in  th e  r e a l  w o rld . As we have see n , Malmonides 

makes t h i s  p o in t  about v is io n s  ( th o u ^  he ex ten d s i t  t o  a l l  v is io n s )  

when he c a u tio n s  th e  r e l ig io u s  t h a t  " th e  o rd in a ry  r e a d e r  [m is ta k e n ly ]  

b e l ie v e s  t h a t  th e  a c t s ,  jo u rn e y s , q u e s tio n s  and answ ers o f th e  p ro ­

p h e ts  r e a l l y  to o k  p la c e , and were p e rce iv e d  by the  se n se s , and d id
17n o t m erely  form p a r t  o f  a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,"

The f a c t  t h a t  b o th  th e  m ake-believe world o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

a r t  and , o f te n , th e  v is io n a ry  w orld a re  d i f f e r e n t  from  our a c tu a l  

ev ery -d ay  w orld to g e th e r  w ith  th e  way in  which th e se  m ake-believe 

and, i n  c e r ta in  c a s e s , v is io n a ry  w orlds a r e  p e rce iv ed  in d ic a te s  t h a t  

th e re  i s  a  gam e(s) o f  v is io n  r u le s  o p e ra tiv e  in  c e r ta in  v is io n s .  I t  

would be by means o f  t h i s  game(s) o f  v is io n  r u le s  t h a t  one p e rc e iv e s

^^S t, Texresa, L i f e , Ch, 38 , 

^^Maimonides, G uide, Bk, I I ,  Ch, 4 6 ,
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th e  v is io n a ry  w orld much in  th e  same way th a t  i t  i s  in  v i r tu e  o f  a  

gam e(s) o f  r u l e s  o f m ake-believe t h a t  one p e rc e iv e s  th e  t r u t h s  o f  th e  

m ake-believe w orld o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  The m ystic  c la im  th a t  

th e  t r u t h s  o f  th e  v is io n a ry  w orld  a re  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f l i t e r a l  

p e rc e p tio n s  p a r a l l e l s  th e  f e a tu re  o f  x -d e p ic t io n s  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

a r t  t h a t  l i t e r a l  a c ts  o f  p e rc e iv in g  a  p i c t o r i a l  r e p re s e n ta t io n  in  

c e r ta in  ways count ( in  v i r tu e  o f  th e  o p e ra tiv e  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe) 

a s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  p e rc e iv in g  th e  f a c t s  o f  th e  m ake-believe w orld in  

c e r ta in  ways.

In  o rd e r to  e lu c id a te  th e se  f e a tu r e s  which c e r t a in  v is io n s  

sh are  w ith  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p i c t o r i a l  a r t ,  i t  w i l l  be n e c e ssa ry  t o  

analyze  in  some d e t a i l  th e  e x te n t  to  which l i t e r a l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  

a re  in v o lv ed  in  v i s io n s .  We can th in k  o f  l i t e r a l  p e rc e p tio n s ,  o r  

genuine sense  p e rc e p tio n s ,  a s  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  in  which we ac q u ire  

in fo rm a tio n  abou t our b o d ies  and environm ent by means o f  th e  p ro p er 

o b je c ts  o f  th e  sen se s—e .g .  c o lo r s ,  sh ap es , tim b re s , t a s t e s .  In  

th in k in g  o f  sen se  p e rc e p tio n  in  t h i s  way, p a r t i c u l a r  sm e lls  and 

sounds, f o r  exam ple, a re  n o t e x te rn a l  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  b u t (w hile
18

caused by e x te r n a l  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s )  a re  phenom enological ite m s .

Thus I  th in k  t h a t  in s o f a r  a s  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  a re  c o n s id e red  a s  th e  

a c q u is i t io n  o f  in fo rm a tio n  ab o u t our b o d ies  and environm ent "by means 

o f"  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  se n se s , th e y  can e q u iv a le n tly  be 

re g a rd e d  a s  an a c q u is i t io n  o f  in fo rm a tio n  about our b o d ie s  and en v i­

ronm ent which phenom enologically  in v o lv e s  th e  p ro p e r o b je c ts  o f  th e

I  h ea r  a  p ia n o - lik e  m iddle G, my p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  i s  an 
o c c u rre n t aw areness o f p ro p o s i t io n s  abou t a  p ia n o - lik e  m iddle C, The 
f a c tu a l  r e f e r e n t s  o f  th o se  p ro p o s i t io n s  a re  e x te rn a l  sound w aves,
(See p .  Ik3  f , )
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s e n s e s .  So, by " l i t e r a l  p e rc e p tio n ,"  "genuine sense p e rc e p t io n ,"  and

s im ila r  lo c u t io n s ,  I  w i l l  r e f e r  to  genuine a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  which

phenom enologically  in v o lv e  th e  p ro p er o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s ,

(A lthough l i t e r a l  a c t s  o f  sen se  p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv e  th e  p ro p e r o b je c ts
19o f  th e  s e n se s , a l l  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  l i t e r a l  a c t s  

o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n  need n o t in v o lv e  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  

s e n s e s ,)

Even when m y stic s  e x p l i c i t l y  r e f e r  to  th e  l i t e r a l  use o f 

t h e i r  f iv e  e x te r io r  sen se s  in  co rp o re a l v is io n s  (which in v o lv e , phe­

nom en o lo g ica lly , th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n s e s ) ,  i t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  

w hether c o rp o re a l v is io n s  in v o lv e  genuine a c t s  o f  sen se  p e rc e p tio n . 

For an a c t  to  be a  genuine a c t  o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n  th e r e  must be a  

p e rc e p tio n  o f an e x i s t e n t  o b je c t  which i t  i s  l o g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  to  

p e rc e iv e  by means o f  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s . T his ho ld s  

even i n  in s ta n c e s  o f  sense p e rc e p tio n  in  which a l l  th e  b e l i e f s  th e  

p e rc e iv e r  a c q u ire s  abou t th e  o b je c ts  o f  h i s  p e rc e p tio n  a re  f a l s e .

Thus w£ th in k  t h a t  i t  i s  im p o ssib le  t o  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e  th e  number 

th re e  because th e  number th re e  cannot a c tu a l ly  be p e rc e iv e d  by means 

o f  th e  p ro p e r o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s . The acco u n ts  o f  th e  m y stic s  do 

n o t alw ays in d ic a te  w hether th e re  3^ a  p h y s ic a l o b je c t  o r  phenomenon, 

such a s  G od's p ro p e r  sen se—p e rc e p tib le  form , t h a t  i s  p e rc e p t ib le  by 

means o f  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s , which i s  p e rc e iv e d  in  co r­

p o re a l  v is io n s .  Yet th e re  i s  good su p p o rtin g  ev idence to  t h i s  

e f f e c t .

^ A s  i n  C hapter F our, by th e  "phenom enological co n te n t"  o f  
our e x p e rie n c e s  I  r e f e r  to  th e  ex p erien ce  a s  i t  i s  o rd e red  by our 
co n cep tu a l schemas and n o t to  th e  un o rd ered , p re -e x p e r ie n c e  "boom­
in g , buzzing  c o n fu s io n ,"



106

P erce iv ed  v is io n s  a r e  o f te n  p u b lic  e v e n ts  p e rc e iv e d  by more 

th a n  one o b se rv e r  and t h i s  su g g e s ts  t h a t  th e re  a re  e x te r n a l  p h y s ic a l  

phenomena co rresp o n d in g  t o  th e  o b je c ts  i n  th e  v is io n  which a re  l i t e r ­

a l l y  p e rc e i’red i n  numerous c o rp o re a l v is io n s .  I n  h i s  d isc u s s io n  o f  

c o rp o re a l v is io n s ,  S t ,  John o f th e  C ross seems t o  r e f e r  e x p l i c i t l y  t o  

such e x te rn a l  p h y s ic a l  phenomena when he say s  t h a t  th e  " so u l must n o t 

a llo w  i t s  eyes t o  r e s t  upon th a t  o u te r  husk—nam ely, f ig u r e s  and

o b je c ts  s e t  b e fo re  i t  s u p e m a tu r a l ly .  These may be p re se n te d  to  th e  
20e x te r io r  s e n s e s ,"

P e r c ip ie n ts  must l i t e r a l l y  look  ^  e x te r n a l  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  

d u r in g  many p e rc e iv ed  v is io n s  and ag a in  t h i s  in d ic a te s  t h a t  th e re  i s  

an e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  which i s  p e rc e iv e d  and t h a t  th e  percep ­

t io n  i s  a  genuine sen se  p e rc e p tio n . Thus, S t ,  T e resa  r e l a t e s  t h a t  in  

a  v is io n  C h r is t  once to o k  th e  c ro s s  o f  h e r  r o s a ry  and re tu rn e d  i t  

e n la id  w ith  fo u r  la rg e  s to n e s  which T e resa  cou ld  alw ays see  a f t e r  

th a t ;^ ^  th e  r in g  which C h r is t  gave t o  S t ,  C a th e rin e  o f  S ien a  d u rin g

h e r  "m y stic a l m arriag e"  "ev e r  rem ained on h e r  f in g e r ,  n o t indeed  in
22th e  s ig h t  o f  o th e r s ,  b u t on ly  in  th e  s ig h t  o f  th e  v i rg in  h e r s e l f " ; 

J u l ia n  o f Norwich say s  th a t  a s  she  la y  i n  bed lo o k in g  ( l i t e r a l l y )  a t  

th e  ( a c tu a l )  c r u c i f ix  h e ld  b e fo re  h e r  by a  p r i e s t ,  " I  saw w ith  my own 

ey es  in  th e  fa c e  o f  th e  c r u c i f ix  hanging b e fo re  me and a t  which I  was 

c e a s e le s s ly  g az in g  som ething o f  h i s  p a ss io n  , , • th e r e  were tim es 

when I  wanted to  look  away from th e  [ a c t u a l ]  c ro s s ,  [ b u t ]  » , , I

20S t .  John o f  th e  C ro ss, A scen t. Bk, I I ,  Ch, 7*9#

^ ^ S t, T e resa , L i f e . Ch, 29*8,

^^Edmund G ardner, S t ,  C a th erin e  o f  S ien a  (London, 1907),
p, 26,
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23knew th a t  w hile  I  gazed on th e  c ro s s  I  was s a fe  and sound"; Angela
2ko f  P o ligno  "beheld  C h r is t  in  th e  c o n sec ra ted  Host a s  a  c h i ld " ;  and 

a s  was d isc u sse d  above, I s a ia h  and Amos a re  lo o k in g  a t  an a l t a r  

( I s a ia h  6 , Amos 9) and E zek ie l i s  lo o k in g  a t  a  r a i n  storm  (E z e k ie l l )  

when each  se e s  God in  a  v is io i*

One must l i t e r a l l y  look  a t  th e  a c tu a l ly  e x i s t e n t  canvas t o  

see  th e  m ake-believe e n t i t i e s  d e p ic te d  in  a  c e r ta in  p a in t in g .  These 

m y stic s  must l i t e r a l l y  lo o k  a t  an a c tu a l  c r u c i f ix ,  a l t a r ,  e t c , ,  i n  

o rd e r  t o  have a  v is io n  o f th e  v is io n a ry  o b je c ts  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  th e se  

r e a l  o b je c ts .  Why does i t  make any d if f e re n c e  what a c tu a l  o b je c ts  

th e y  lo o k  a t  t o  see th o se  v is io n a ry  o b je c ts?  The resem blance which 

many v is io n s  have w ith  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g  su g g e s ts  th r e e  pos­

s i b i l i t i e s ,  The f i r s t  i s  t h a t ,  a lth o u g h  i t  i s  n o t e v id e n t from  th e  

a cco u n ts , th e re  was a  p h y s ic a l  phencaienon, which was p e rc e iv e d  by 

th e se  m y stics  i n  t h e i r  p e rc e p tic n s  o f th e  s tœ ie s , r in g ,  th e  P a s s io n , 

C h r is t  and God, on o r n e a r  th e  s u rfa c e  o f  T e re s a 's  c r u c i f ix ,  C ather­

i n e 's  r in g  f in g e r ,  th e  storm  E z e k ie l was lo o k in g  a t ,  e t c , ,  which 

would correspond  to  th e  sp lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  cm th e  canvas o f  a  work of 

r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  A second p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  t h a t  i n  some c a se s  

th e re  a re  v is io n  r u le s  t o  th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  d u rin g  a  v is io n  p e rc e iv in g  

c e r ta in  n a tu r a l  phenomena coun ts  a s  p e rc e iv in g  c e r ta in  v is io n a ry  

t r u t h s .  Here th e  c r u c i f ix ,  a l t a r ,  o r  storm  a re  th e  e x i s t e n t  p e rcep ­

t i b l e  o b je c ts  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f which makes th e  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  

genuine a c ts  o f  sense p e rc e p tio n . T his would be s im i la r  to  a  p o s -

^ ^ Ju lia n  o f  Norwich, R e v e la tio n s , Chs, 10, 12, and 19, 
2kAngela o f  P o lig n o , C o n so la tio n , p ,  229,
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s lb le  r u le  o f  m ake-believe such t h a t  when a  p ic tu r e  fram e i s  p u t 

around c e r ta in  n a tu r a l  o b je c ts ,  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv in g  th o se  o b je c ts  

would th e n  count a s  c e r t a in  m ake-believe a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n . T h ird , 

th e re  may be no e x te r n a l  p h y s ic a l  o b je c t  which in  th e  v is io n  e x a c t ly  

co rresponds t o  th e  s p lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  on canvas, y e t  v is io n a ry  t r u th s  

may be p e rc e iv e d  i n  v i r tu e  o f l i t e r a l  p e rc e p tio n s  which a re  made pos­

s ib le  by some a d d i t io n a l  p h y s ic a l  ptenom ena.

I n  o rd e r  to  e x p la in  t h i s  t h i r d  p o s s i b i l i t y  a s  w e ll a s  gener­

a l l y  to  in v e s t ig a te  th e  sense in  which a  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  o b je c t  

must be p e rc e iv e d  f o r  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  d u rin g  v is io n s  to  count a s  

genuine a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n , c o n s id e r  Anton P o u la in  *s d i s t in c t io n  

among what he th in k s  a re  th e  fo u r  c o n cu rren t ty p e s  o f  causes o f  co r­

p o re a l v i s i o n s ( l )  th e  a c tu a l  o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n  i s  th e  a c tu a l  

body o r  p h y s ic a l  o b je c t  o f  the  p erso n ag e , e t c ,  l i t e r a l l y  p e rce iv e d  by 

means o f  th e  e x te r n a l  sen se s  in  th e  v is io n ,  (2 ) th e  a c tu a l  o b je c t  i s  

an a c tu a l  body b u t n o t  th e  body a c tu a l ly  b e lo n g in g  to  th e  personage 

p e rce iv ed  in  th e  v is io n  ( e ,g ,  a n g e ls , hav ing  no b o d ie s , "borrow" 

b o d ie s ) ,  ( 3 ) th e re  i s  no p h y s ic a l  su b stan ce—e , g , a  body—b u t on ly  a  

p h y s ic a l  phenomenon such a s  lum inous r a y s  which produce an i r r a d i a ­

t io n  o f th e  r e t i n a  (w hich, i f  th e  o b je c t  in  q u es tio n  h as  an a c tu a l  

body, m ight be e x a c t ly  s im i la r  t o  th e  i r r a d i a t i o n  o f th e  r e t i n a  which 

m ight be produced by l i g h t  r e f l e c t e d  l^y th e  a c tu a l ,  though n o t p re ­

s e n t ,  body o f th e  f ig u re  seen  in  th e  v i s io n ) ,  and (4) God o r  a n g e ls  

" im p rin t th e  image" o f  th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n  d i r e c t l y  on th e  

r e t i n a  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t , ( 3 ) and e s p e c ia l ly  (4 ) cou ld  be th e

^^P o u la ln , G races, p ,  31k,
^^The p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  God
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s o r t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o cc u rrin g  i n  th o se  c o rp o re a l v is io n s  where i t  i s  

n o t  e v id e n t t h a t  th e re  a re  any unusual e x te rn a l  p e r c e p t ib le  pheno­

mena which correspond  to  th e  s p lo tc h e s  o f p a in t  on canvas i n  t h e i r  

conveyance, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  o f  v is io n s ry  and m ake-believe t r u t h s ,

( l )  and ( 2 ) a re  c l e a r  ca se s  o f  genuine v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n . 

V is io n s  in  which th e se  two s o r t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  occu r w i l l ,  l i k e  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o f  th e  m ake-believe t r u th s  i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t ,  in v o lv e  

l i t e r a l  a c ts  o f  sen se  p e rc e p tio n . % e  s o r t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  su g g ested  

in  ( 3 ) i s  s im i la r  t o  th e  common, o rd in a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  

movie—ex cep t f o r  th e  p resen ce  o f  a  sc ree n — o r t o  t h a t  o f  an image 

produced by a  hologram . V is io n s  in v o lv in g  t h i s  s o r t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  

w i l l  th e n  a ls o  in v o lv e  a c t s  o f  l i t e r a l  sense  p e rc e p tio n . The fo u r th  

a l t e r n a t iv e ,  though , m ight n o t be a  case  o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  s in c e  

i t  i s  n o t  c le a r  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  s u i ta b ly -p o s i t io n e d  a c tu a l  p ercep ­

t i b l e  e n t i t y  b e in g  p e rc e iv e d . I t  i s  a  c o rru p tio n  o f  o u r o rd in a ry  

language meaning o f  "see"  to  su g g est th a t  d u rin g  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  

one i s  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv in g  i r r a d i a t i o n s  o f  o n e 's  r e t i n a .  F u r th e r ­

more, th e  su g g e s tio n  t h a t  a  m ystic  h as  genuine v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n s  

when h i s  r e t i n a  i s  d i r e c t l y  s tim u la te d  by in c o rp o re a l  b e in g s  i s  

e s s e n t i a l l y  no d i f f e r e n t  th an  th e  su g g e s tio n , n o n se n s ic a l I  th in k  

w ith in  our p re s e n t  language game concern ing  p e rc e p tio n , t h a t  e le c ­

tro d e s  a tta c h e d  t o  th e  o p t ic  n e rv es  m ight cause one t o  g en u in e ly  s e e ,
27and n o t j u s t  m e ta p h o ric a lly  s e e , w ith o u t th e  u se  o f  o n e 's  e y e s .

o r  o f  an an g e l cou ld  be subsumed under ( l ) ,  (2 ) ,  o r  ( 4 ) ,

^^It is interesting to note that on the sort of analysis of 
perception offered by D. M, Armstrong in A Materialist Theory of the 
Mind— viz, perception is fundamentally the acquisition of beliefs
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Suppose, though, t h a t  I t  became common f o r  peop le  t o  be 

f i t t e d  a t  an e a r ly  age w ith  r a d a r  ap p a ra tu s  on to p  o f  t h e i r  heads 

which produced e x p e rie n c e s  phenom enologically  in v o lv in g  th e  p ro p e r 

o b je c ts  o f  th e  se n se s  and which conveyed in fo rm a tio n  about s t a t e s  o f 

a f f a i r s  commonly p e rc e iv e d  v is u a l ly —e . g , th e  d is ta n c e ,  shape , e t c . ,  

o f  o b je c ts  in  f r o n t  o f  th e  p e rso n . And suppose t h a t  t h i s  in fo rm a tio n  

was conveyed by s t im u la t in g  th e  r e t i n a s  th rough  e l e c t r i c  p ro b e s . Our 

concept o f  " v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n "  would undoubted ly  be broadened t o  

in c lu d e , a s  a  p rim ary  and n o t p a r a s i t i c  c a se , such in s ta n c e s  o f " see ­

in g ,"  To my mind t h i s  in c re a se d  e x te n s io n  o f  th e  te rm s " v is u a l  p e r ­

cep tio n "  and " se e in g "  (and , more g e n e ra l ly ,  "sen se  p e rc e p tio n " )  would 

n o t fu n d am en ta lly  a l t e r  th e  meaning o f  t t e s e  te rm s .

S im ila r ly ,  i f  th e  r e t i n a s  o f  c e r ta in  members o f  our language 

community were commonly s tim u la te d  d i r e c t ly ,  a p a r t  from th e  u su a l 

i r r a d i a t i o n  by l i g h t  r e f l e c t e d  from  o b je c ts ,  i n  a  manner which gave 

th e  r e c ip i e n t s ,  by means o f  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s , re a so n ­

a b ly  r e l i a b le ^ ^ d a ta  abou t th e  " v is u a l"  appearance o f  o b je c ts ,  th e  

te rm  " v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n "  co u ld , w ith o u t fu ndam en ta lly  a l t e r in g  th e  

lo g ic  o f  th e  te rm , be ex tended  t o  cover t h i s  c la s s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e s .

So, even though in  o u r p re s e n t  language game o f  p e rc e p tio n , case (4) 

i s  a t  b e s t  a  s t r a in e d ,  p a r a s i t i c  u se  o f  " v is u a l  p e rc e p t io n ,"  th e re  i s

abou t th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and environm ent, th e  c a u sa l e f f ic a c y  o f 
th e  se n se s  them selves b e in g  i r r e l e v a n t  (p p , 208-213)— case (4 ) w i l l  
be an  in s ta n c e  o f  genuine p e rc e p tio n ,

^®The d a ta  a cq u ired  in  t h i s  manner would have to  be r e l i a b l e ,  
i . e .  g e n e ra l ly  t r u e ,  i n  o rd e r  f o r  th e  hy p o th esized  d i r e c t  s tim u la ­
t i o n  o f  th e  r e t i n a  to  count a s  an in s ta n c e  o f genuine p e rc e p tio n , 
s in c e  p e rc e p tio n  term s a re  co n cep tu a lly  t i e d  t o  a  r e l a t i v e l y  f re q u e n t 
su ccess  i n  a ttem p ted  a o ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  (ex em p lif ied  'hy th e  p e rcep ­
t i o n  lo c u tio n  " to  p e rc e iv e  [ e ,g ,  s e e ]  t h a t  x " ) .
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no inco h eren cy  in  th e  n o tio n  th a t  in  th e  m ystics*  language game con­

ce rn in g  p e rc e p tio n  (4 ) cou ld  he an in s ta n c e  o f genuine v is u a l  p e rcep ­

t i o n .

I  w i l l  n o t pursue t h i s  p o in t  f u r t h e r ,  however, s in c e  one d i f ­

f i c u l t y  which must be re so lv e d  to  show c o n c lu s iv e ly  w hether m y stic s  

do o r  do n o t g en u in e ly  p e rc e iv e  v is io n a ry  o b je c ts  in  c a se s  l i k e  (4 )

i s  beyond th e  scope o f  t h i s  e s sa y . We would need to  d e term in e  whe­

th e r  c o rp o re a l v is io n s  a re  g e n e ra l ly  v e r i d ic a l ,  and r e l i a b l e  g u id e s , 

concern ing  f a c t s  about th e  e x te rn a l  w orld  which co rrespond  to  v is io n ­

a ry  tru th s *  i . e .  f a c t s  abou t th e  e x te r n a l  w orld  such a s  w hether 

C h r is t  r e a l l y  i s  p re s e n t  and i s  speak in g  t o  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  when i n  a  

v is io n  He seems t o  be p re s e n t  and sp eak in g  to  th e  p e r c ip ie n t ,  o r  

w hether th e r e  r e a l l y  i s  a  physicauL body o r  a  lum inescence n e a r  th e  

a l t a r  where Amos sees  God, Of th e  fo u r  c la s s e s  o f  c o rp o re a l v is io n s ,  

though, which P o u la in  d is t in g u is h e s  by t h e i r  ty p e  o f  c a u se , even (4 )

m ight in v o lv e  l i t e r a l  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s .  When m y stic s  lo o k  ^  n a tu r a l

o b je c ts  d u rin g  t h e i r  v is io n s ,  i f  th e re  i s  no a d d i t io n a l  p h y s ic a l  phe­

nomenon (which would co rrespond  in  th e  case  o f  p a in t in g  t o  th e  

sp lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  on c a n v as), th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f which co u n ts  a s  th e  

p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  v is io n a ry  e n t i t i e s ,  th en  (3 ) and (4 )  co u ld  be th e  

ty p e s  o f p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv ed  and th e  v is io n s  would in v o lv e  genuine 

a c t s  o f sen se  p e rc e p tio n .

I n s o f a r  a s  th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  do i n  f a c t  p e rc e iv e  e x i s t e n t ,  p e r ­

c e p t ib le  e n t i t i e s ,  some co rp o rea l v is io n s  o f  ty p e s  ( l ) - ( 3 )  and pos­

s ib ly  (4) w i l l  sim ply in v o lv e  in s ta n c e s  o f  o rd in a ry  sen se  p e rc e p -  
29tion. Some corporeal visions of all four types might also involve

V isio n s  which sim ply  in v o lv e  o rd in a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n  w i l l
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p e rc e p tio n s  o f  an o th e r  s e r t —namely v is ic a ia ry  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  

g iven  th e  o p e ra tio n  o f  an a p p ro p ria te  s e t  o f  v is iœ i  r u l e s .  With 

r e s p e c t  to  t h i s  l a t t e r  s e t  o f  c o rp o re a l v is io n s ,  v is io n a ry  p e rcep ­

t io n s  o f  v is io n a ry  e n t i t i e s  and f a c t s  a re  s t r i c t l y  p a r a l l e l  t o  make- 

b e l ie v e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f th e  m ake-believe e n t i t i e s  and f a c t s  o f  r e p re ­

s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  i n  t h i s  im p o rtan t re sp e c t*  th e se  v is io n a ry  p ercep ­

t io n s  w i l l  be l i k e  m ake-believe p e rc e p tio n s  in s o f a r  a s  l i t e r a l  a c t s  

o f  p e rc e iv in g  ( o r ,  in  case  (4) o f  c o rp o re a l v is io n s ,  what can p la u ­

s ib ly  be tak en  a s  l i t e r a l  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n )  co u n t a s  o th e r  s o r t s  o f  

p e rc e iv in g —v i z , m ake-believe o r  v is io n a ry  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n .

In  im ag inary  v is io n s  m y stic s  commonly t a l k  about p e rc e p tu a l  

acts^O  which co rrespond  to  th e  use o f  th e  f iv e  " i n t e r i o r "  o r  " s p i r i ­

tu a l "  s e n s e s , S h a p e s ,  tim b re s , t a s t e s ,  e t c ,  a re  phenomenologi­

c a l ly  in v o lv ed  in  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  im ag inary  v is io n s .  But th e re  

w i l l  be no genuine a c ts  o f  sense p e rc e p tio n  in  an im aginary  v is io n  

u n le s s  th e re  i s  an e x i s t e n t ,  p e r c e p t ib le  e n t i t y  which i s  p e rc e iv e d  by

be th e  s u b je c t  o f  th e  d is c u s s io n  in  th e  fo llo w in g  th re e  c h a p te r s ,

^®See P o u la in , G races, pp , 88 -9 0 , In  p a r t i c u l a r .  P o u la in  
i n s i s t s  t h a t  th e  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  o f  th e  i n t e r i o r  sen se s  a re  n o t to  be 
c o n s tru ed  a s  m erely  m e ta p h o ric a lly  b e in g  a c ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n ,

^^The se v e n te e n th -c e n tu ry  f ig u r e s  Yen, L ouis du Pont and 
A lvarez de Paz say , r e s p e c t iv e ly ,

th e  s p i r i t  , , , has f iv e  i n t e r i o r  a c t s  co rresp o n d in g  to  
th e s e  s e n se s , which we c a l l  s e e in g , h e a r in g , sm e llin g , t a s t ­
in g ,  and to u ch in g  s p i r i t u a l l y ,  w ith  which i t  p e rc e iv e s  th e  
in v i s ib l e  and d e le c ta b le  th in g s  o f  Almighty God, (Yen,
L ouis du P o n t, M e d ita tio n s , In tro d u c tio n , p a r ,  XI, c i t e d  in  
P o u la in , G races, p ,  101)

and
e y es  a re  g iven  un to  th e  so u l by which she may see God, ,  , ,
God m a n ife s ts  H im self to  th e  so u l by an image th a t  r e p re s e n ts  
Him v ery  p e r f e c t ly ,  (A lvarez de Paz, Works, Bk, Y, P t ,  I I I ,
Ch, 14, c i t e d  in  P o u la in , G races, p , 282)

O f, a l s o  S t ,  John o f  th e  G ross, A scent, Bk, I I ,  Ch, 16*2,
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means o f  th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  se n se s  by th e s e  s p i r i t u a l  
32se n se s ,

S t ,  T e resa  says in  h e r  d is c u s s io n  o f  h e r  im ag inary  v is io n s*

Now and th e n  i t  seemed to  me th a t  what I  saw was an image; 
b u t most f re q u e n tly  i t  was n o t s o ,  I  th o u g h t i t  was C h r is t  
H im self jud g in g  by th e  b r ig h tn e s s  in  which He was p le a se d  
t o  show H im self, , , . th e r e  i s  th e  same d if f e r e n c e  here 
th a t  th e re  i s  between a  l i v in g  s u b je c t  and th e  p o r t r a i t  
th e r e o f ,  n e i th e r  more nor le s s*  f o r  i f  what I  saw was an 
im age, i t  was a  l iv in g  im age,—n o t a  dead man, b u t th e  
l iv in g  C h r i s t ,33

Here T e resa  seems to  ho ld  th e  view t h a t  what i s  sometim es r e f e r r e d  to  

a s  the  "image" in  im ag inary  v is io n s  i s  i t s e l f  th e  a c tu a l  mind- 

independen t o s te n s ib le  o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n ,  and t h a t  t h i s  o b je c t i s  

a  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  o b je c t .  On th e  o th e r  hand, th e  im ages i n  im agi­

n a ry  v is io n s  may be sinq)ly im ages, a s  su g g ested  by S t ,  John o f  th e  

Cross*

I t  must be understood  th a t  b en ea th  t h i s  term  'im ag in a ry  
v is io n *  we purpose t o  in c lu d e  a l l  th in g s  which can be re p ­
re s e n te d  t o  th e  im ag in a tio n  s u p e m a tu ra l ly  by means o f  any 
im age, form , f ig u re  and s p e c ie s ,  ,  , , even a s  th e  f iv e  o u t­
ward sen ses  r e p re s e n t  th e  im ages and s p e c ie s  of t h e i r  o b je c ts  
to  th e se  inw ard se n se s , even so , s u p e m a tu ra l ly ,  a s  we say , 
w ith o u t u s in g  th e  outward s e n se s , b o th  God and th e  d e v i l  can 
r e p re s e n t  th e  same im ages and s p e c i e s , 3k

A lso , i t  was p o in te d  ou t above (pp , 7 -8 ) t h a t  some i n t e l l e c t u a l

v is io n s  may in v o lv e  im ages,

I  have argued th a t  th e  e x ten s io n  o f  th e  lo c u t io n  " v is u a l  p e r -

^ ^ t  must be remembered th a t  m y stic s  c la im  th a t  v is io n s  a re  
n o t mere im ag in ings and th e r e fo r e  th e y  sh o u ld  n o t on t h a t  ground be 
excluded  from th e  c la s s  o f  genuine a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n . The second 
ty p e  o f v is io n  i s  d e s ig n a te d  a s  " im aginary" n o t because o f th e  u se  o f  
th e  im ag in a tio n  b u t because o f  th e  p re sen ce  o f  v is u a l  im ages a n d /o r  
t h e i r  c o u n te rp a r ts  f o r  th e  o th e r  fo u r  s e n se s ,

^ ^ S t, T e re sa , l i f e , Ch, 28*11-12,
348 t ,  John o f  th e  C ross, A scen t. Bk, I I ,  Ch, l6 * 2 -3 .
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c e p tio n "  cou ld  be broadened, w ith o u t fu n d am en ta lly  a l t e r in g  th e  mean­

in g  o f  t h i s  te rm , to  in c lu d e  in s ta n c e s  o f  v is io n a ry  "p e rc e p tio n ” in  

which th e  f iv e  e x te r n a l  sen ses  a re  n o t  c a u s a l ly  e f f ic a c io u s .  The 

im p o rtan t f e a tu re  about th e  r a d a r  a p p a ra tu s  example o f fe re d  in  sup­

p o r t  o f t h a t  p o s i t io n  i s  t h a t ,  d e s p ite  th e  f a o t  t h a t  th e  f iv e  e x te r ­

n a l  sen ses  a re  n o t  c a u s a l ly  e f f i c a c io u s ,  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  a c q u ire s , by 

means o f th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  se n se s  and th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  

a c tu a l ly  p re s e n t  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  o b je c ts ,  r e l a t i v e l y  r e l i a b l e  d a ta

abou t a c tu a l  e x te rn a l  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s .  The p re c is e  c a u sa l mecha-
35nism  in v o lv ed  in  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  does n o t m atter,"^

I n  view o f  t h a t  su g g e s tio n , im ag inary  v is io n s  on e i t h e r  S t ,  

T e re s a 's  o r  S t ,  J o h n 's  a cco u n t, and any i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  in v o lv ­

in g  im ages, co u ld , even though th e y  do n o t in c lu d e  th e  use  o f  th e  

f iv e  e x te rn a l  s e n se s , in v o lv e  genuine a o ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  i f  th e  f o l ­

low ing th r e e  c o n d itio n s  o b ta in .  J u s t  a s  th e  o b se rv e r o f  a  p ie c e  o f  

r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  commits genuine p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  because h is  p e r ­

c e p tu a l a c t s  p ro v id e  r e l i a b l e  d a ta  ab o u t th e  c o n f ig u ra tio n  o f  th e  

p a in t  on canvas, th e se  v is io n s  w i l l  in v o lv e  genuine p e rc e p tu a l a c ts  

i f  (a )  r e l i a b l e  d a ta  i s  acq u ire d  abou t e x te rn a l  o b je c ts  o r  s t a t e s  o f 

a f f a i r s , ( b )  i n  v i r tu e  o f p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  in v o lv in g  th e  p ercep ticm

^ ^ I t  seems to  me th a t  a  good p a r t  o f  our p r e d i le c t io n  to  
a s s o c ia te  f e a tu r e s  o f th e  norm al p e rc e p tu a l  c a u sa l cha in—e ,g ,  th e  
use o f  th e  ey es , th e  fu n c tio n in g  o f  th e  o p t ic  n e rv e , e t c , —w ith  a c ts  
o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n  r e a l l y  o n ly  se rv e s  th e  purpose o f  en su rin g  t h a t  
th e  p e rc e p tio n , i f  i t  i s  to  be a  genuine sense p e rc e p tio n , occurs by 
means of— th a t  i s ,  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  a c t  in v o lv e s— 
th e  p ro p e r o b je c ts  o f th e  s e n se s ,

^^The r e c ip i e n t s  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  o f te n  c la im  th a t  dic­
in g  such v is io n s  th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  v is io n  i s  s p a t i a l l y  lo c a ta b le  and, 
hence, t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  do p ro v id e  r e l i a b l e  d a ta  abou t 
th e  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  q u a l i t i e s  o f  th e  o b je c ts  o f  t h e i r  v is io n s .
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o f  a c tu a l ly  p re s e n t  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  o b je c ts ,  and (c )  by means o f  

th e  p ro p e r  o b je c ts  o f  th e  s e n se s . ( l  w i l l  n o t ,  though , a ttem p t t o  

s e t t l e  th e  q u es tio n  o f  w hether th e y  a re  genuine a c t s  o f  p e rc e iv in g ,)  

Cn e i t h e r  S t ,  T e re s a 's  cæ S t ,  J o h n 's  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  im aginary  

v is io n s ,  and f o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v is io n s  in v o lv in g  im ages, i f  th e  p e r ­

c e p tu a l a c ts  o f  th e se  v is io n s  a re  n o t ju s t  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n s , th en  

th e se  genuine a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w i l l  count a s  a c t s  o f  v is io n a ry  p e r ­

c ep tio n  j u s t  a s  a c tu a l  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  count a s  a c t s  o f  m ake-believe 

p e rc e p tio n  in  th e  case  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  Now, i t  i s  in  v i r tu e  

o f  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe t h a t  i n  view ing r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  l i t e r a l  

a c t s  o f  p e rc e iv in g  a c tu a l  e n t i t i e s  coun t a s  m ake-believe a c ts  o f  see­

in g  m ake-believe e n t i t i e s .  A ll  o f  th e  fo reg o in g  p a r a l l e l s  between 

a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  in  v is io n s  and i n  v iew ing r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  

su g g est t h a t  l i t e r a l  a c t s  e i t h e r  o f  common s o r t s  o f  p e rc e iv in g  o r  o f 

what m y stic s  d e s ig n a te  a s  s p i r i t u a l  a c t s  o f  p e rc e iv in g  o f  a c tu a l  

o b je c ts  l ik e w ise  count a s  a c t s  o f  v is io n a ry  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  e n t i ­

t i e s  in  c e r ta in  v is io n s  in  v i r tu e  o f  th e  r u le s  o f  o p e ra tiv e  gam e(s) 

o f  v is io n  r u l e s ,

( v i )  The fu n c tio n in g  o f such  v is io n  r u le s  in  c e r ta in  v is io n s  

i s  f u r th e r  su p p o rted  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  in  p e rce iv ed  v is io n s ,  when th e  

m y stic  l i t e r a l l y  lo o k s a t  th e  v is io n ,  he can id e n t i f y  v is io n a ry  e n t i ­

t i e s  by th e ,  f r e q u e n t ly  out o f  th e  o rd in a ry , c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  which 

th e y  p o sse ss  i n  th e  v is io n .  T h is  seems c lo s e ly  p a r a l l e l  t o  th e  

v ie w e r 's  a b i l i t y  to  id e n t i f y  o r  d is t in g u is h  th e  f ig u r e s  i n  a  p ie c e  of 

r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  by t h e i r  p ic tu re d ,  b u t n o t l i t e r a l i s t i c a l l y  

in te n d e d , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Thus, by some o p e ra tiv e  r u le s  o f  make- 

b e l ie v e ,  crowned f ig u r e s  o f f a th e r ly  countenance and la rg e  p h y s ic a l



116

s ta tu r e  count a s  G o d -re p re se n ta tio n s , l ik e w is e ,  i n  th e  case  o f 

B o n av en tu ra 's  s e ra p h ic  v is io n  in  which th e  s e ra p h 's  " l ik e n e s s  t o  th e  

C ru c if ie d "  rem inds him o f  S t ,  F r a n c i s 's  s im i la r  v is io n  o f  C h r is t ,  

p e rhaps th e re  i s  a  v is io n  r u le  t o  th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  what count a s  s e ra ­

p h ic  b e in g s  seen  in  v is io n s  in  th e  form o f  c r u c i f ie d  men a re  t o  be 

tak en  a s  C h r is t - v is io n s ,

( v i i )  L a s t ly ,  re g a rd in g  th e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between view ing 

r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p ic tca ris il a r t  and p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  in v o lv ed  in  

v is io n s ,  m y stic s  sometimes even d e sc r ib e  t h e i r  v is io n s  in  th e  te rm i­

nology o f view ing " p ic tu r e s ,"  S t ,  T e resa  says in  h e r  L ife  th a t*

A ll  my g a in  has come th ro u g h  th e  r e v e la t io n s  and th e  ra p ­
tu r e s ,  i n  which I  am n o th in g  m y se lf, and do no more to  
e f f e c t  them th an  th e  canvas does f o r  th e  p ic tu r e  p a in te d  
on i t , 37

and J u l ia n  o f  Norwich, in  h e r  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  h e r  v is io n  o f  th e  Pas­

s io n , say s  th a t*

At th e  same tim e a s  our b le s se d  Lord and S av iou r was dying  
on th e  c ro s s  th e re  was, in  my p ic tu r e  o f  i t ,  a  s tro n g , d ry , 
and p ie r c in g ly  c o ld  w ind ,38

And S t ,  John o f th e  Cross says t h a t  im ag inary  v is io n s  a re  l ik e

a  l ig h te n in g  f l a s h ,  which, on a  d a rk  n ig h t ,  r e v e a ls  
th in g s  sudden ly , and cau ses  them to  be c le a r ly  and d i s t i n c t l y  
seen  ,  • , th o se  th in g s  th a t  th e  s p i r i t  has seen  in  t h a t  
l i g h t  rem ain im pressed  upon i t  in  such a  way th a t  whensoever 
i t  observes them i t  se e s  them i n  i t s e l f  as  i t  saw them b e fo re ; 
even a s  in  a  m irro r  th e  form s t h a t  a r e  in  i t  a re  seen  when­
so ev er a  man lo o k s  in  i t  ,39

The c u r a t i v e  fu n c tio n  o f  a  s e t  o f  v is io n  r u le s  would com plete th e

p a r a l le l is m s  between ( e s p e c ia l ly  r e l ig io u s )  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  and

^ ^ S t, T e resa , L i f e , R e l, 2 ,

^ J u l i a n  o f  Norwich, R e v e la tio n s , Ch, l6 ,

^ ^ S t, John o f  th e  C ross, A scen t, Bk, I I ,  Ch, 24*5,
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v is io n s ,  th e re b y  h e lp in g  e x p la in  and make s e n s ib le  th e  m ystics*  own 

p ro p e n s ity  to  d e s c r ib e  many o f  t h e i r  v is io n a ry  e x p e rien ces  a s  an a lo ­

gous to  v iew ing p i c tu r e s ,

I I I

The s u p p o s it io n , th u s  in d ep en d en tly  su p p o rted , t h a t  v is io n  

r u l e s  a re  o p e ra tiv e  in  c e r ta in  v is io n s  i s  a ls o  suppocrted by th e  f a c t  

t h a t  i t  p ro v id e s  an e lu c id a t iv e  a n a ly s is  o f  v is io n s  in  h e lp in g  

e x p la in  th e  th re e  p u z z lin g  a s p e c ts  o f  v is io n s  r a i s e d  a t  th e  o u ts e t  

o f  t h i s  c h a p te r ,

( l )  Are th e  p o s i t io n s  o f th e  u s e r  o f th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rs e  

and t h a t  o f  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  e v e r  c o n jo in t ly  com patib le?

T heolog ians who have h e ld  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  

in c o rp o re a l  have n o t c o n tra d ic te d  them selves by b e l ie v in g  t h a t  r e l i ­

g io u s  a r t  in c lu d e s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  G o d -p ic tu res  and a n g e l-p ic tu re s  

which d e p ic t  a p p a re n tly  ( l i t e r a l l y )  c o rp o re a l hum anoids. By th e  

r u l e s  o f  th e  gam e(s) o f  m ake-believe in v o lv ed  i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

r e l ig io u s  a r t ,  c e r ta in  c o rp o re a l-b e in g - re p re s e n ta tio n s  count a s  God- 

re p re s e n ta t io n s  and a n g e l- r e p re s e n ta t io n s .  F u r th e r ,  A r t i c u l t s  on ly  

m ake-belieired ly  "see  God exr a n g e ls ,"  o r  see  God to u ch in g  Adam,"

Claim s o f  v i s u a l  p e rc e p tio n  o f  G o d -rep re se n ta tio n s  and an g e l-  

r e p re s e n ta t io n s  obv io u sly  do n o t  commit th e  v iew er to  th e  a c tu a l  

e x is te n c e  o f God o r  an g e ls  a s  c o rp o re a l o r  sense  p e r c e p t ib le .

We can now see th a t  f o r  th o se  v is io n s  i n  which v is io n  r u le s  

a re  o p e ra tiv e , th e  M y sticu lt* s  c la im  th a t  he h a s , e , g , ,  "seen  God" o r 

was "touched  by God" i s  n o t,  a s  i t  p rim a f a c ie  ap p ea rs , l i n g u i s t i ­

c a l ly  odd w ith in  th e  language gam e(s) o f th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u r s e .  J u s t
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a s  th e  fu n c tio n in g  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p ic ­

t o r i a l  a r t  e x p la in  why i t  i s  n o t  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t f o r  A r t ic u l t  

u s e rs  o f  orthodox th e o lo g ic a l  d isco u rse  to  sa y , on v iew ing th e  S i s -  

t in e  c e i l in g ,  t h a t  th ey  "see  God to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam," opera­

t iv e  v is io n  r u le s  w i l l  e x p la in  why th e  M y s tic u l t’s  c la im s a re  n o t 

l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd, A r t ic u l t s  only  c la im  to  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  "see 

God to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam"; in  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

o p e ra t iv e ,  M y s tic u lts  would on ly  be c la im in g  t h a t  i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  

t r u e  t h a t  th e y , e . g . ,  see  o r touch  God, The M y s t ic u l t 's  c la im s th a t  

i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  t ru e  t h a t  he has sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and an g e ls  

do n o t c o n tr a d ic t  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e s  o f th e  in c o r p o re a l i ty  and 

sense im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  o f  th e se  b e in g s . They no more c o n tr a d ic t  

th e se  d o c tr in e s  th an  do e i t h e r  A r t ic u lts *  c la im s to  m ake-believed ly  

"see  God to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam" when v iew ing th e  S i s t in e  c e i l in g  

c o n tr a d ic t  th e se  th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e s  o r  do c la im s to  p e rc e iv e  a  

d e p ic tio n  o f  a  m agnetic f i e l d  a s  a  v is u a l  phenomenon c o n tr a d ic t  th e  

s c i e n t i f i c  view o f  a  m agnetic f i e l d  a s  an in v i s ib le  fo rc e  (though i t s  

e f f e c t s  a re  v i s i b l e ) .

P a r t  o f  th e  " f la g g in g "  fu n c tio n  which non-m ystics shou ld  

re g a rd  such lo c u tio n s  a s  "M ich e lan g e lo 's  S is t in e  c e i l in g  f r e s c o  shows 

 "  and , f o r  c e r ta in  v is io n s ,  " In  a  v is io n  I  saw " a s  perform ­

in g  i s  th e  w arning t h a t  from th e  re p o r te d  p e rc e p tio n  o f c e r ta in  e n t i ­

t i e s  and from th e  f a c t s  s t r e s s e d  by such lo c u t io n s ,  i t  canno t be 

in f e r r e d  t h a t  th o se  e n t i t i e s  r e a l l y  e x i s t  o r  t h a t  th o se  f a c t s  a re  

l i t e r a l l y  t r u e ,  (A lthough A r t ic u l t s  and f ^ s t i c u l t s  m ight b e lie v e  

th a t  th e y  r e a l l y  e x i s t  and a re  l i t e r a l l y  t r u e  and though th e y  m ight 

even r e a l l y  e x i s t  and m ight be l i t e r a l l y  t r u e , )
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(2 ) What s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  could  e v e r  g ive  

p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v is io n s  a  re a so n ab le  c e r t i tu d e  o f  c o r r e c t ly  re c o g n iz ­

in g  th e  b e in g s  in  t h e i r  v is io n s ?

As he lo o k s a t  th e  s p lo tc h e s  o f  p a in t  on canv as , an A r t ic u l t  

who i s  re a so n a b ly  inform ed abou t r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  can be rea so n ­

a b ly  su re  o f  h i s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  o f t t e  f ig u r e s  in  a  p iec e  o f  r e p re ­

s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g .  I f  we ask  which f ig u r e  i s  God in  a  r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  r e l ig io u s  p a in t in g ,  he m ight r e p ly  t h a t  God i s  th e  f ig u r e  who 

i s  re p re s e n te d  a s  be in g  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  crowned, l a r g e r  th a n , and 

more f a th e r ly  th a n  th e  b e in g s  re p re s e n te d  by th e  a n g e l- re p re s e n ta -  

t i o n s .  I t  i s  in  v i r tu e  o f  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe t h a t  such i d e n t i f i ­

c a t io n s  can be made and t h a t  i t  would n o t ,  e . g . ,  be " r ig h t"  f o r  God 

t o  be re p re s e n te d  a s  o f  sm a lle r  p h y s ic a l  s t a tu r e  o r  younger o r  l e s s  

i n t e l l i g e n t  ap p earin g  th a n  a n g e ls ,

Id k ew ise , in  v is io n s  i n  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  o p e ra tiv e , 

v is io n  r u le s  w i l l  enab le  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  to  be re a so n a b ly  c e r ta in  

abou t th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  personages (and o th e r  e n t i t i e s )  which he 

i d e n t i f i e s  in  th e  v is io n ,  "How d id  you know t h a t  God was th e  c e n tr a l  

f ig u r e  in  your v is io n ? "  "W ell, th e  o th e r  f ig u r e s ,  which were winged— 

th e y  were a n g e ls—were bowing down t o  th e  c e n t r a l  f ig u r e  and îfe was 

s e a te d  on a  th ro n e  su p p o rted  by s e v e ra l  se rap h im ,"  In  b o th  th e  case  

o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  and t h a t  o f  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

o p e ra t iv e ,  th e  s t r u c t u r a l  f e a tu r e  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l 

e x p e rie n c e s  which makes t h i s  re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

p o s s ib le  f o r  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i s  th e  s e t  o f  o p e ra tiv e  r u le s —r u le s  o f 

m ake-believe o r  v is io n  r u l e s .

Of course, with respect to visions in which vision rules
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fu n c tio n , th e  m y stic  w i l l  n o t have an e p is te m ic a l ly  p r iv i le g e d  p o s i­

t io n  re g a rd in g  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f th e  p e rso n a g e s , e t c . ,  in  h i s  

v is io n s .  Anyone who i s  e q u a lly  co g n izan t o f  th e  r e le v a n t  v is io n  

r u le s  i s  on an e q u a l fo o tin g  w ith  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i n  a s s e s s in g  th e  

id e n t i t y  o f  th e  p e rso n ag es , e t c . ,  in  th e  v is io n  p ro v id e d  th a t  he a ls o  

knows a l l  th e  r e le v a n t  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  by 

th e  p e r c ip ie n t .  T h is  i s  l ik e  th e  eq u a l e p is te m ic  f o o t in g  o f  two p e r­

c ip ie n t s  i n  a s s e s s in g  th e  i d e n t i t y  o f f ig u r e s ,  e t c . ,  i n  a  p a in t in g  

which th e y  a re  v iew ing , o r  about which th e y  b o th  know th e  p h y s ic a l  

d e t a i l s ,  when b o th  p e rc ip ie n ts  a r e  e q u a lly  in fo rm ed  abou t r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t .

The fu n c tio n  o f v is io n  r u le s  w i l l  th u s  e x p la in ,  i n  th o se  

v is io n s  in  which th e y  a re  o p e ra tiv e , why s ta te m e n ts  such a s  " I  have 

j u s t  seen (o r  touched) God" a re  n o t  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t in  o r d i ­

n a ry  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  and how th e  p e r c ip ie n t s  a re  a b le  to  have a  

re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  of c o r r e c t ly  id e n t i f y in g  th e  e n t i t i e s  in  t h e i r  

v is io n s .  B u t, even so , v is io n  r u l e s  a re  l i k e l y  t o  be l e s s  s t r a i g h t ­

forw ard  and sim ple than  th o se  m ake-believe r u le s  in v o lv ed  in  r e p r e ­

s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  B eings l ik e  God, C h r is t ,  and a n g e ls  a re  l i k e l y  to  

be re p re s e n te d  in  a  v is io n  as  hav ing  a t t r i b u t e s  which c o n tr a d ic t  

th o se  a t t r i b u t e s  commonly a s c r ib e d  to  th e s e  b e in g s  i n  o rd in a ry  (non- 

m y s tic a l)  r e l i g i o u s  d is c o u rs e . F re q u e n tly , such  in c o rp o re a l  e n t i t i e s  

a re  re p re s e n te d  a s  c o rp o re a l and a re  v i s u a l ly ,  t a c t i l e l y ,  e t c . ,  p e r ­

c e iv e d .

O ften  t h i s  i s  a l s o  tru e  o f  r e l ig io u s  p i c t o r i a l  r e p re s e n ta ­

t io n s —e , g ,  th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g , God, i s  p ic tu r e d  a s  an a p p a re n tly  

m an-like  c o rp o re a l be in g  on th e  S i s t in e  c e i l in g —b u t th e r e  a re
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d e v ic e s  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  which more r e a d i ly  m it ig a te  such 

a p p a re n tly  c o n tra d ic to ry  a t t r i b u t i o n .  In  T i n t o r e t t o 's  The L a s t Sup­

p e r . f o r  in s ta n c e ,  th e  in c o rp o re a l  a n g e ls  a re  re p re s e n te d  a s  f ilm y , 

t ra n s p a re n t  b e in g s . A lthough God o r  a n g e ls  m ight appear a s  f ilm y , 

t r a n s p a re n t  b e in g s  in  a  v is io n ,  t a c t i l e ,  o l f a c to r y ,  e t c . ,  s e n sa tio n s  

o f  th e se  b e in g s  in  th e  v is io n  would ro b  such f ilm y -b e in g -re p re s e n ta -  

t i o n s  o f  much o f  t h e i r  fo rc e  a s  in c o rp o re a l-b e in g - re p re s e n ta t io n s .

The e f fe c t iv e n e s s  o f  in c o rp o re a l-b e in g - re p re s e n ta t io n s  i s  n o t v i t i a t e d  

in  a  p a r a l l e l  manner i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t .  The v iew er does n o t 

m ak e-b eliev ed ly  sm ell o r t a s t e  God when he lo o k s  a t  th e  S i s t in e  c e i l ­

in g  (though in  a  p ie c e  o f r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  r e l ig io u s  a r t  i t  m ight be 

m ak e-b e liev ed ly  t ru e  t h a t  God has a  f r a g ra n c e ) .

The r u le s  o f  m ake-believe o p e ra tiv e  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  

co u ld , o f  c o u rse , be ex ceed in g ly  complex and any k in d  o f  p ic tu r e  co u ld  

be an x -d e p ic t in g  p ic tu r e  f o r  any k in d  o f e n t i t y ,  x .  In  r e p re s e n ta -  

t i m a l  p a in t in g ,  however, on ly  l i t e r a l  a c ts  o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  count 

a s  m ake-believe p e rc e p tio n s , w hereas in  v is io n s  l i t e r a l  a c t s  o f  p e r ­

ce p tio n  in v o lv in g  a l l  f iv e  sen ses  can count a s  v is io n a ry  a c ts  o f  see­

in g , t a s t i n g ,  sm e llin g , e t c . ,  God, o r  C h r is t ,  o r  an a n g e l.  T h e re fo re , 

v is io n  r u le s  p a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe o p e ra tiv e  i n  re p ­

r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  would have t o  be more complex th an  th o se  r u le s  o f  

m ake-believe t o  th e  e x te n t  t h a t  i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  tzme t h a t  th e  p a r t i ­

c ip a n t can n o t only  see  th e  in c o rp o re a l ,  p e rh ap s  t im e le s s ,  b e in g , God, 

b u t can a ls o  to u ch , t a s t e ,  sm e ll, and h ea r such a  b e in g ,

( 3 ) Why do m y stic s  te n d  t o  p e rc e iv e  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  e n t i t i e s  

which accord  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta tio n s?

Two p e r c ip ie n ts  who a re  f a m i l ia r  w ith  th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t
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o f  a  c e r ta in  p e r io d  w i l l  see ro u g h ly  th e  same th in g s  i f  th e y  a re  

shown th e  same p a in t in g  o f  t h a t  p e r io d  which n e i t t e r  has  seen b e fo re .  

They a re  p a r t i c ip a n ts  in  th e  same gam e(s) o f  m ake-believe and th e y  a re  

v ery  l i k e l y  t o  o f f e r  i d e n t i c a l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s  o f  th e  f ig u r e s  i n  th e  

p a in t in g .  Im agine t h a t  th e y  a re  used  to  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe such 

th a t  l a r g e r ,  more f a th e r ly  f ig u r e s  i n  r e l a t io n  t o  th e  o th e r  f ig u r e s  in  

a  r e l ig io u s  p a in t in g  count a s  G o d -re p re se n ta tio n s , Now th e y  a re  shown 

a  p ie c e  o f  r e l ig io u s  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  p a in t in g  where th e  o p e ra tiv e  

r u le  i s  th a t  God i s  re p re s e n te d  a s  younger th an  and sm a lle r  th an  

an g e ls  (perhaps t o  s ig n i f y  th e  e te r n a l  y o u th fu ln e ss  o f H is th o u g h ts  

and His r e t ic e n c e  t o  overawe H is c r e a tu r e s ) .  The f ig u re  re p re se n te d  

in  t h i s  way w i l l  a t  f i r s t  n o t be reco g n ized  a s  God,

In  a  l ik e  manner, f o r  th o se  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

o p e ra t iv e ,  t h e i r  fu n c tio n in g  would accoun t f o r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  p e r c i ­

p ie n ts  o f  th e  same v is io n  f e a tu r e s ,  f e a tu r e s  o f te n  unencountered  in  

o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n , p e rc e iv e ,  f o r  th e  most p a r t ,  th e  same e n t i t i e s  

j u s t  a s  v iew ers o f ,  e . g , ,  th e  S i s t in e  c e i l in g  who a re  p a r t i c ip a t in g  in  

th e  same game o f  m ake-believe u n ifo rm ly  see  God, and n o t a  queer 

ro tu n d  man, to u ch in g  th e  hand o f  Adam, And, where th e  same s e t  o f 

p a in t  s p lo tc h e s  may convey to  v iew ers u s in g  d i f f e r e n t  r u le s  o f  make- 

b e lie v e  two d i f f e r e n t ,  even opposing , s e t s  o f  m ake-believe  t r u t h s ,  so 

p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  two d i f f e r e n t  games o f  v is io n  r u l e s  cou ld  p e rc e iv e  

d i f f e r e n t  and even opposing v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  wten p e rc e iv in g  th e  same 

o r e x a c t ly  s im i la r  p e rc e iv e d  v i s io n s .  I t  c e r t a in ly  seems p u z z lin g  

t h a t  m y stic s  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  e n t i t i e s  which th e y  had 

a  p r io r  e x p e c ta tio n  o f  p e rc e iv in g . But a t  l e a s t  i n  th e  case  o f 

v is io n s  in v o lv in g  v is io n  r u l e s ,  t h i s  p ro b lem a tic  f e a tu re  o f  v is io n s
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i s  no more u n usual th a n , and i s  even a s  e x p e c ta b le  a s ,  th e  f a c t  t h a t  

what m ake-believe t r u th s  th e  v iew ers o f  r e p r e s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  p e rc e iv e  

i s  la r g e ly  determ ined  by t h e i r  p r io r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  In  b o th  in s ta n c e s ,  

th e  p e rc ip ie n ts*  p r io r  e x p e c ta tio n s  about what c e r ta in  c o n f ig u ra tio n s  

m ight m ake-be lieved ly  o r  v i s io n a l ly  count a s  a re  determ ined  by th e  

r u le s  o f  th e  p a r t i c u la r  game o f ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  m ake-believe o r  v is io n  

r u le s  in  which th e y  a re  a lre a d y  p a r t i c ip a n t s ,

IV

In  s p i t e  o f th e  fo re g o in g  c o n s id e ra tio n s  which su g g e s t t h a t  

v is io n s  o f te n  d e p ic t  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  in  v i r tu e  o f  a  gam e(s) o f  v is io n  

r u le s  in  which th e  p e rc e iv e r  i s  a  knowing p a r t i c ip a n t ,  th o se  r u l e s ,  

u n lik e  th e  m ake-believe r u l e s  alw ays o p e ra tiv e  in  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  

a r t ,  cannot be o p e ra tiv e  in  a l l  v i s io n s .  None o f  th e  m ake-believe 

t r u t h s  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  can be p e rc e iv e d  by th e  v iew er a p a r t  

from  th e  (unconscious) u se  o f  t t e  a p p ro p r ia te  r u l e s  o f  m ak e-b e liev e .

I n  many c a s e s , M y s tic u lts  may come t o  know v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  in  v i r tu e  

o f  v is io n  r u l e s ,  b u t th e re  a re  two s o r t s  o f  v is io n s  in  which i t  i s  

c l e a r  t h a t  th e  t r u t h s  which a re  p e rc e iv e d  i n  v is io n s  cou ld  n o t be 

known in  v i r tu e  o f  v is io n  r u le s  and i n  which th e  fu n c tio n in g  o f  v is io n  

r u l e s  w i l l  n o t h e lp  e x p la in  th e  th r e e  p u z z lin g  a s p e c ts  o f  v is io n s  w ith  

which t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  concerned . These two ty p e s  o f  in s ta n c e s  in  

which v is io n  r u le s  a re  n o t  o p e ra tiv e  in  v is io n s  can b e s t  be d e l in e a te d  

by exam ining th e  r e s p e c ts  in  which v is io n s  a re  u n lik e  x -d e p ic t io n s  in  

p i c t o r i a l  r e p re s e n ta t io n s ,

( i )  Some x -v is io n s ,  l e t  u s  ta k e  G o d -v is io n s , can be known by 

th e  p e rc e iv e r  to  be G od-v isions w ith o u t th e  p e rc e iv e r* s  i n f e r r i n g  from
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any o f th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  h i s  v is io n  t h a t  he i s  p e rc e iv in g  G o d -v is io n s , 

F u r th e r ,  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  can know t h a t  th e  v is io n  i s  a  G od-vision  a p a r t  

from a  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  re c o g n it io n  t h a t  a  b e in g  in  h i s  v is io n  i s  God, 

In  c e r ta in  c irc u m stan c es , a  p i c t o r i a l  G o d -re p re se n ta tio n  can be p e r ­

ce iv ed  as  such  even though th e  p e rc e iv e r  does n o t i n f e r  t h i s  from th e  

r e le v a n t  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n  (and from th e  o p e ra tiv e  r u le s  

o f m ak e -b e liev e ). The l a t t e r  m ight be t r u e  b ecau se , e , g , ,  th e  p a in te r  

m ight t e l l  th e  v iew er t h a t  h i s  p a in t in g  i s  a  G o d -rep re sen ta tio n  or i t  

m ight be so l a b e l l e d I n  c o n t r a s t ,  M y s tic u lts  do n o t  (g e n e ra l ly )

have v is io n s  in  which each  e n t i t y  i s  la b e l le d — o r i n  which a  n a r r a to r
41goes from e n t i t y  to  e n t i t y ,  o s te n s ib ly  naming each  one . How, a p a r t  

from any l a b e l l i n g  o r  b e n e f i t  o f  a  n a r r a to r ,  cou ld  th e  p erso n  who 

knowingly h a s  a  G od-v ision  w ith o u t n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re c o g n iz in g  o r 

in f e r r in g  t h a t  a  be in g  in  h is  v is ica i i s  God know t h a t  i t  3^  a  God- 

v is io n ?

To answ er t h i s  q u e s tio n  i t  i s  h e lp fu l  t o  n o tic e  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t

a  queer f e a tu r e  on ly  t r u e  o f  some v is io n s  t h a t  a  p e r c ip ie n t  can know

t h a t  an x - re p re se n ta tic a i  ^  an x-repzre s e n ta t io n  w ith o u t non-

i n f  e r e n t i a l l y  re c o g n iz in g  o r  i n f e r r in g  t h i s  and a p a r t  from any l a b e l -
42l in g ,  n a r r a t io n ,  e t c .  T his same phenomenon o ccu rs  in  dream s.

I n f e r r in g  from th e  la b e l  t h a t  th e  p a in t in g  i s  a  God- 
r e p re s e n ta t io n  i s  n o t a  case  o f  in f e r r in g  t h i s  from th e  r e le v a n t  f e a ­
tu r e s  o f  th e  r e p re s e n ta t io n  because th e  l a b e l  i s  n o t p a r t  o f  th e  re p ­
r e s e n t  a t i m ,

^ th o u g h ,  f o r  exam ple, D an ie l 8 i 15-17 r e l a t e s  a  v is io n  in  
which " I  [D a n ie l j  sought to  u n d erstan d  i t ;  and behold  th e re  s to o d  
b e fo re  me one having  th e  appearance o f  a  man. And I  heard a  m an's 
vo ice  , , , 'G a b r ie l ,  make t h i s  man u n d ers tan d  th e  v i s i o n , '  So he [ i , e ,  
G a b r ie l]  came n e a r  where I  s to o d  , , ,** and in  Luke 1 a  v is io n  i s  
d e sc rib e d  d u r in g  which an an g e l app ears  to  Z ech ariah  and i d e n t i f i e s  
h im se lf  a s  G a b r ie l ,

am d is c u s s in g  o rd in a ry  dreams h e r e .  Some dreams a re  c l a s -
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C onsider th e  fo llow ing»  dream A. Ralph h as  a  dream about 

John M uir, In  R a lp h 's  dream , John Muir i s  a  young g i r l  who t r a v e l s  

around th e  A lps s t a r t i n g  f o r e s t  f i r e s .  A f te r  he r e p o r t s  h is  dream, 

Ralph d e n ie s ,  when asked , t h a t  he knows w ith  c e r t a in ty  who John Muir 

w as, (P erhaps he had heard  th e  name once and m erely  knew t h a t  i t  was 

someone w ith  an i n t e r e s t  in  t r e e s  who t r a v e l le d  e x te n s iv e ly , ) T h is i s  

a  p e r f e c t ly  p o s s ib le  dream e x p e r ie n c e ,

A p erson  canno t have a  dream abou t a  s p e c i f ic  o b je c t ,  X» in  

which i t  i s  g iven  a s  be in g  about X, u n le s s  he h as  some m inimal b e l i e f  

(perhaps m ostly  f a l s e )  about th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  X, However, i n  a  dream 

l i k e  A i t  i s  sim ply paurt o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  dream 

t h a t  th e  p erso n  dreamed about i s  John Muir even though th e  dream er 

does n o t in  f a c t  know enough abou t Muir t h a t  i f  he a c tu a l ly  met Muir 

he could  reco g n ize  him i n f e r e n t i a l l y  o r reco g n iz e  him i n  v i r tu e  o f 

f e a tu r e s  which a c t  a s  p e rc e p tu a l  " c u e s ,"  Ralph n tm - in f e r e n t ia l ly  p e r­

c e iv e s  (and does n o t re c o g n ize )  Muir in  h i s  dream and we commonly ncm- 

i n f e r e n t i a l l y  reco g n ize  our b e s t  f r i e n d s ,  b u t i n  th e  ca se  o f  th e  dream 

none o f  Jo h n -M u ir-th e-d ream -fig u re  '  s  f e a tu r e s  a c t  a s  p e rc e p tu a l  "cues" 

f o r  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  t h i s  f ig u r e  a s  M uir, w hereas when we non- 

i n f  e r e n t i  a l l y  reco g n ize  our f r i e n d s ,  t h e i r  f a c i a l  f e a tu r e s ,  p o s tu re ,  

e t c ,  a c t  a s  p e rc e p tu a l  "cu es"  f o r  our r e c o g n i t io n .  I t  would be

s i f i e d  by th e  m y s tic a l w r i te r s  a s  v i s io n s ,  S t ,  Thomas says t h a t  i f  a  
p e r c ip ie n t  has an im ag inary  v is io n  w hile he i s  a s le e p , i t  i s  c a l le d  a  
dream , (See Summa T heo log ica , P t ,  I I ,  I I ,  Q, 1?4, A r t ,  3 a^id P t ,  I ,  
Q, 111, A r t ,  37) There i s  no need to  a s s e s s  h e re  th e  a ttem p ted  d i s ­
t i n c t io n  between o rd in a ry  dreams and dreams which a re  a  s p e c ie s  o f  
v is io n .

The b a s ic  id e a  t h a t  v is io n s  and dreams have some f e a tu r e s  in  
common was f i r s t  su g g ested  t o  me by N elson P ik e ,

our im m ediate e x p e r ie n c e , n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  ré c o g n it io n  o f
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in a p p ro p r ia te  to  p r o te s t  t h a t  R a lp h 's  dream cou ld  n o t have been abou t 

Joim Muir s in c e  Muir was a  male c o n s e rv a t io n is t  and n o t  a  fem ale p y ro -

m aniac. Ralph would n o t say , upon le a rn in g  who John Muir was, "Oh, my

dream must have been about semeone e l s e , "

I n  a  s im i la r  manner, th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  o b je c ts  in  a  v is io n  may

be known n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  and may sim ply  be a  p a r t  o f  th e  phenomeno­

lo g ic a l  c o n te n t o f  th e  v is io n ,  S t ,  T e resa  r e p o r t s  t h i s  exchange w ith  

h e r  co n fesso r about one o f h e r  v is io n s*

I f  you see  n o th in g , he asked  h e r , 'how do you know i t  i s  
our L o rd ? ' Then he to ld  h e r  to  t e l l  him what His fa c e  was 
l i k e .  She r e p l ie d  th a t  she d id  n o t know, t h a t  she had seen 
no fa c e  , , , what she d id  know was th a t  i t  was He who was 
speak ing  to  h er , , , ^

I t  would be wrong f o r  T e re s a 's  c o n fe sso r to  i n s i s t  th a t  she  cou ld  n o t 

know th a t  C h r is t  was th e  o b je c t  o f  h e r  v is io n  i f  she d id  n o t p e rc e iv e  

any o f  His f e a tu re s  by which t o  id e n t i f y  Him, I n  a  r e l a t e d  manner, 

i f  S t ,  F ra n c is  d u rin g  h is  se ra p h ic  v is io n  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  p e rc e iv e d  

th e  v is io n  a s  a  C h r is t -v is io n  (and d id  n o t n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  reco g ­

n iz e  C h r is t  by p e rc e p tu a l  "cues"  in  th e  v i s io n ) ,  i t  would be in ap p ro ­

p r i a t e  to  c la im  th a t  i t  could  n o t have been a  C h r i s t - v i s i  cm s in c e  

C h r is t  n ev er had and never w i l l  have th e  form  o f  a  s e ra p h . In  b o th  

x-dream s and c e r ta in  x -v is io n s ,  x can be d e p ic te d  a s  having  p ro p e r­

t i e s  which a re  th e  converse o r c o n tra d ic to ry  o f  p r o p e r t i e s  known by 

th e  p e rc e iv e r  t o  be p o ssessed  by th e  a c tu a l  x .  Thus, God m ight 

ap p ear in  a  v is io n  t o  Thomas Aquinas as  a  c o rp o re a l e n t i t y ,  and o u r

e n t i t i e s  and h a b i tu a l  b u t u n n o ticed  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n  o f  e n t i ­
t i e s  may be in d is t in g u is h a b le ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  though, t h a t  i f  we c a re ­
f u l l y  r e f l e c t  on o u r r e c o g n it io n  o f o b je c ts  we can d is t in g u is h  th e se  
two s o r t s  o f  re c o g n it io n  s in c e  only  i n  th e  l a t t e r  s o r t  o f  r e c o g n it io n  
do we become aware o f  in fe re n c e s  in v o lv ed  in  our r e c o g n i t io n ,

44S t ,  T e resa , I n t e r i o r  C a s tle , S ix th  M ansions, Ch, 8 ,
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h y p o th e tic a l  d ream er, R alph , may have dream A even t h o u ^  he i s  a  

n o ted  a u th o r i ty  on American n a t u r a l i s t s ,

A dream i s  a  type  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , n o t an e x te r n a l  s t a t e  o f  

a f f a i r s  which one p e rc e iv e s .  Consonant w ith  t h i s ,  i t  would o n ly  be 

in  th o se  v is io n s  where th e  v is io n  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  ex p e rie n c e , 

i , e ,  re c e iv e d  v is io n s ,  t h a t  i t  w i l l  alw ays be sim ply  p a r t  o f  th e  phe­

nom enological co n te n t o f  th e  v is io n  th a t  d u rin g  th e  v is io n  th e  p e r c i ­

p ie n t  v is iO T a lly  e i t h e r  j u s t  p e rc e iv e s  o r  i n f e r s  th e  i d e n t i t y  o f 

e n t i t i e s  in  th e  v is io n .  On th e  o th e r  hand, i t  i s  on ly  d u rin g  p e r ­

ce iv ed  v is io n s — i , e ,  in s ta n c e s  where th e  v is io n  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  an 

e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s — th a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  can l i t e r a l l y  i n f e r  

th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  v is io n a ry  e n t i t i e s  w hile  l i t e r a l l y  lo o k in g  a t  th e  

v is io n .

D uring some p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s ,  m is id e n t i f ic a t io n s  o f  th e  

e n t i t i e s  i n  th e  v is io n  can o ccu r, and t h i s  in d ic a te s  t h a t  v is io n  

iru le s  a re  o p e ra tiv e  d u r in g  th o se  v is io n s  s in c e  in  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n  

m is id e n t i f ic a t io n s  a re  l i k e l y  to  occur when in fe re n c e s  a re  made by 

e x p l i c i t l y ,  o r  im p l i c i t ly ,  u s in g  r u l e s .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  d u r in g  a  dream 

m is id e n t i f ic a t io n s  o f  dream e n t i t i e s  cannot occur (a lth o u g h  one may 

dream—t h a t  i s ,  in  o n e 's  dream i t  may be t r u e —t h a t  one m is id e n t i f ie s  

an o b je c t ) .  While dream ing we do n o t use  r u le s  t o  id e n t i f y  th e  

o b je c ts  and t h e i r  q u a l i t i e s  in  our dream s. One m ight have a  dream ^  

which one cou ld  t e l l  t h a t  one wais, e . g . ,  t a lk in g  to  S o c ra te s  because 

one dreams t h a t  one sees  th e  sq u a tn e ss  o f  th e  s t a t u r e ,  th e  bandy 

l e g s ,  and th e  snub nose , b u t one cannot w hile dream ing non-dream ingly  

s e e ,  on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  personage one i s  t a lk in g  to  

i n  th e  dream, t h a t  one i s  dream ing ab o u t S o c ra te s , (E x cep tin g , o f
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c o u rse , a  dream w ith in  a  dream where In  th e  f i r s t  dream one i s  dream­

in g  t h a t  one i s  awake and a t t e n t iv e  t o  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  second 

d ream .)

L ikew ise , d u r in g  re c e iv e d  v is io n s ,  no l i t e r a l  in fe re n c e s  

would be made from th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  e n t i t i e s  t o  th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  th o se  

e n t i t i e s ,  and th e r e fo re  in  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  th e re  can be no m isid en - 

t i f l c a t i o n  o f  v is io n a ry  e n t i t i e s ,  S ince th e re  can , th u s ,  be no 

m istaken  in fe re n c e s  abou t th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  e n t i t i e s  in  a  re c e iv e d  

v is ic a i, th e r e  can be no in fe re n c e s .  Where no in fe re n c e s  a re  made, no 

r u le s  a re  u sed ; where no in fe re n c e s  can be made, no r u le s  can be 

o p e ra t iv e .  U nlike th o se  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  i n  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

o p e ra t iv e ,  i n  bo th  dreams and v is io n s ,  r u l e s  w i l l  n o t be o p e ra tiv e  

such th a t  l i t e r a l  a c t s  o f percjepticai count a s  o th e r  s o r t s  o f  a c t s  o f  

p e rc e p tio n .

Hence th e  fu n c tio n  o f  v isica i r u le s  w i l l  n o t e x p la in  how mys­

t i c s  could  have a  re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f c o r r e c t ly  id e n t i f y in g  th e  

e n t i t i e s  in  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  o r  why i n  th e se  v is io n s  th e y  p e rc e iv e  

e n t i t i e s  which aeco rd  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  Yet th e  com parison of 

id e n t i f ic a t ic a is  o f  e n t i t i e s  i n  dreams and re c e iv e d  v is io n s  in d ic a te s  

an answer f o r  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  to  th e  form er p u z z lin g  f e a tu r e  o f  

v i s io n s .  I f  an e n t i t y  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  a  re c e iv e d  v is io n ,  th e  id e n ­

t i t y  o f  t h a t  e n t i t y  i s  sim ply  p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  

th e  v is io n .  The p e rso n  in  R a lp h 's  dream i s  John Muir i r r e g a r d le s s  o f

45On th e  o th e r  hand, even though d u rin g  re c e iv e d  v is ic a is  th e  
r e c ip ie n t  cannot d u r in g  th e  v is ica i m is id e n t i fy  th e  e n t i t i e s  in  th e  
v is io n ,  th e  r e c ip i e n t  could  e rro n e o u s ly  b e lie v e  a f t e r  th e  v is io n  th a t  
he was p e rc e iv in g  r a th e r  th a n  having a  v is io n ,  and th en  u s in g  i n f e r ­
e n t i a l  grounds m is id e n tify  e n t i t i e s  i n  th e  v is io n .
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w hether o r  n o t th e  dream f ig u r e  p o s se s se s  th e  same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

commensurate w ith  th o se  p o ssessed  by th e  r e a l  John M uir; j u s t  so , i f  

a  personage i s  g iv en  in  a  re c e iv e d  v is io n ,  e . g ,  a s  God, th en  the  

f ig u r e  in  th e  v is io n  i s  God i r r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  He i s  

g iven ais p o s se s s in g . T his i s  n o t t o  say  a n y th in g  ab o u t th e  r e a l  

i d e n t i t y  o f any r e a l  personages whose words, a c t io n s ,  e t c . ,  a re  r e p ­

re s e n te d  i n  a  re c e iv e d  v i s io n ,  God may communicate som ething to  a  

m ystic  th ro u g h  a  re c e iv e d  v is io n ,  b u t  i f  th e  personage  in  th e  v is io n  

i s  g iven a s  being  Jo n e s , th e n  in  th e  v is io n  i t  i s  Jo n es  who sp e ak s . 

Two q u a l i f i c a t io n s  should  be n o ted , though , t o  the n o tio n  

t h a t  th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  a  f ig u r e  in  a  dream o r r e c e iv e d  v is io n  i s  d e te r ­

mined by th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  dream and n o t by  c r i t e ­

r i a  o f  i d e n t i t y  a p p lie d  to  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f th e  dream a f t e r  i t s  com­

p le t io n ,  ( l )  I f  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f a  f ig u r e  b u t n o t i t s  i d e n t i t y  a re  

g iven  i n  th e  c o n te n t o f  a  dream o r a  re c e iv e d  v is io n ,  i t  i s  a p p ro p ri­

a te  to  i d e n t i f y  th e  f ig u re  i n  th e  dream o r v is io n  from  th e  g iven  f e a ­

tu r e s  a f t e r  th e  dream o r v is io n  i s  o v e r , (2 ) Both th e  f e a tu r e s  and 

id e n t i t y  o f  a  dream o r  re c e iv e d  v is io n  f ig u r e ,  say  G a b r ie l, m ight be 

g iven  i n  a  dream y e t  i f  a f t e r  th e  com pletion  o f  th e  dream i t  i s  

determ ined  th a t  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f th e  dream f ig u r e  a re  e x a c t ly  s im ila r  

t o  M ic h a e l 's  a c tu a l  f e a tu r e s ,  i t  would be p ro p e r  to  i d e n t i f y  the  

dream f ig u r e  as  G a b r ie l ,  b u t G ab rie l i n  th e  r o l e  o f ,  o r  seen a s ,  o r  

a s  b e in g , M ichael,

( i i )  A nother f e a tu re  which dreams and re c e iv e d  v is io n s  have 

i n  common and which i s  n o t a  f e a tu re  o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t  i s  th a t  an e n t i t y ,  X» i s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i ly  re p re s e n te d  in  

such e x p e rien ces  an y th in g  ex cep t ^  X,
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Im agine th e  fo llo w in g  dreami B . R alph h as  a  dream in  which 

he shakes hands w ith  B eethoven, a lth o u g h  in  th e  dream he has no sen­

so ry  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  Beethoven—i n  p a r t i c u l a r  he does n o t see B eetho­

ven and he does n o t f e e l  h i s  hand when he shakes i t —even though he 

has v is u a l ,  t a c t i l e ,  e t c ,  s e n s a t io n s  o f  th e  room in  which he m eets 

B eethoven. A ngela o f  P o lig n o  r e l a t e s  a  v is io n ,  which i s  s im i la r  to  

dream B, in  which she sees  o n ly  what i s  on a  ta b le  bu t n o t  th e  ta b le  

i t s e l f ,  though she knows th a t  th e  t a b le  i s  th e re*

[ l  w as] p la c e d  a t  a  ta b le  which had n e i th e r  b eg in n in g  nor 
end , I  was n o t p la c e d  th e re  t o  behold  th e  t a b le ,  b u t 
th a t  which was upon i t  , , , I  can say  n o th in g  more con­
ce rn in g  t h i s  v is io n ,  save t h a t  th e  one word ' t a b l e '  rem ained
in  my memoory,46

Why does Angela on ly  see  what i s  ^  th e  ta b le  bu t n o t th e  ta b le  

i t s e l f ?  I  ta k e  i t  t h a t  most p ro b ab ly  i t  was sim ply  p a r t  o f  th e  phe­

nom enological c o n te n t o f  h e r v is io n  t h a t  th e s e  th in g s  were on th e  

ta b le —i . e .  t h a t  th e  t a b le  was p re s e n t— even though th e  ta b le  was n o t 

one o f th e  p e r c e p t ib le  e n t i t i e s  i n  th e  v i s io n .

As in  a  dream, one m ight have a  re c e iv e d  v is io n  o f  God and 

n in e  a n g e ls  in  which o n ly  th e  n in e  an g e ls  a re  v is u a l ly ,  t a c t i l e l y ,  

e t c , ,  p e rc e iv e d . Of co u rse , God i s  re p re s e n te d  a s  p re s e n t  in  such a  

v is io n  and n o t sim ply  a s  God, b u t obv io u sly  i n  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  

God, o r  any o th e r  b e in g , would have to  be re p re s e n te d  a s  som ething 

more th an  m erely a s  b e in g  (m ak e-b e liev ed ly ) p r e s e n t .  I n  re c e iv e d  

v is io n s ,  th e re  a re  no p e rc e iv e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  e n t i t y  i n  

q u e s tio n  by which, th rough  th e  use o f  th e  r u le s  o f  a  gam e(s) o f  

v is io n  r u l e s ,  t h a t  e n t i t y  i s  i d e n t i f i a b l e .

46A ngela o f  F o lig n o , C o n so la tio n , p p , 173-174,
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An a p p a ren t ex cep tio n  shou ld  be n o ted  to  th e  g e n e ra l p r in ­

c ip le  t h a t  in  r e p re s e n t io n a l  a r t  o b je c ts  must be r e p re s e n te d , g iven  

th e  way r u le s  o f m ake-believe o p e ra te ,  a s  more th a n  m erely  (make- 

b e lie v e d ly )  p r e s e n t .  Imagine a  p a in t in g  t i t l e d  The Twelve D is c ip le s  

See th e  Holy S p i r i t  Descend in  which tw elve f ig u r e s  a re  s ta r in g  and 

p o in t in g  a t  a  p o in t  which ap p ears  t o  be above th e  upper edge o f th e  

p a in t in g .  Here i t  i s  m ake-believed ly  t r u e  t h a t  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  

sim ply  p r e s e n t .  Yet th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  n o t m ak e-b eliev ed ly  p re s e n t  

i n  th e  p a in t in g , f o r  w hile i t  i s  m ak e-b e liev ed ly  t ru e  t h a t  th e  Holy 

S p i r i t  i s  sim ply p r e s e n t ,  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  n o t re p re s e n te d  in  th e  

p a in t in g  a s  b e in g  m ake-believed ly  p r e s e n t .  V is io n ary  e n t i t i e s  cannot 

i n  th e  same way be " o u ts id e "  a  v is io n  (w hether a  re c e iv e d  o r  a  p e r ­

ceived  v is io n )  i f  i t  i s  a  v is io n a ry  t r u t h  t h a t  th e  e n t i t y  i s  p r e s e n t .  

C rudely  p u t ,  v is io n s ,  u n lik e  p a in t in g s ,  have no edges* th e  l im i t s  o f  

v is io n a ry  space a re  only  s e t  by th e  v is io n a ry  lo c a t io n  o f  th o se  e n t i ­

t i e s  o f  which i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  t ru e  t h a t  th e y  a re  p r e s e n t .  Thus i n  a  

re c e iv e d  v is io n  in  which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  s e e s  th e  a p o s t le s  w atching 

th e  Holy S p i r i t  descend b u t does n o t see th e  Holy S p i r i t  i t s e l f ,  

s in c e  i t  i s  g iven  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  

v is io n  th a t  i t  i s  v i s io n a l ly  t r u e  th a t  in  th e  v is io n  th e  a p o s tle s  see 

th e  Holy S p i r i t ,  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  p re s e n t  i n  th e  v is io n  even though 

i t  i s  n o t  w ith in  th e  ( v is io n a l ly  e x i s te n t )  v is u a l  f i e l d  o f  th e  

v is io n a ry .  I n  c o n tr a s t ,  i n  our h y p o th e tic a l  p a in t in g  th e  Holy S p i r i t  

i s  n o t m ake-believed ly  p re se n t i n  th e  p a in t in g  though i t  i s  make- 

b e lie v e d ly  t r u e  t h a t  i t  i s  p re s e n t  t o  th e  a p o s t le s .

The v is io n a ry  t r u t h  t h a t  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  descending  in  th e  

p resen ce  o f th e  a p o s tle s  p a r a l l e l s  th e  m ake-believe t r u t h  o f  a  r e p r e -
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s e n ta t lo n a l  p a in t in g  o f th e  fa c e  o f  a  man th a t  th e re  i s  a  back  to  

h is  head . Here th e  back o f th e  m an's head , a s  w e ll a s  h is  f a c e ,  i s  

p a r t  o f  th e  m ake-believe w orld which co rresponds t o  th e  l i t e r a l  con­

t e n t s  o f  th e  p a in t in g ,  j u s t  a s  th e  Holy S p i r i t  and th e  a p o s t le s  a re  

p a r t  o f  th e  v is io n a ry  w orld o f  th e  h y p o th e tic a l  p a in t in g  The Twelve 

A p o stles  See th e  Holy S p i r i t  Descend. However, th e  t i t l e  o f  th e  

p a in t in g ,  l i k e  th e  p h y s ic a l  p a in t in g  i t s e l f ,  i s  n o t p a r t  o f  th e  make- 

b e l ie v e  w orld and th e  p resen ce  o f th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  n o t d i r e c t l y  

p a r t  o f  th e  co n te n t o f  th e  p a in t in g  and i s  only  in f e r r a b le  from th e  

t i t l e  a s  a  f a c t  abou t th e  msJce-believe w orld .

( i i i )  F in a l ly ,  b e s id e s  re c e iv e d  v is io n s ,  a  second group ing  

o f  v is io n s  w i l l  n o t in v o lv e  v is io n  r u l e s .  P erce iv ed  v is io n s  can be 

d iv id e d  in to  th o se  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u l e s  a re  opera­

t i v e  and th o se  in  which th ey  a re  n o t o p e ra t iv e .  In  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  

which m erely  in v o lv e  o rd in a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n s , e n t i t i e s  i n  th e  

v is io n  may be n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  reco g n ized  and, hence, reco g n ized  

a p a r t  from th e  use o f  v is io n  r u l e s .  There a ls o  m ight w e ll be v is io n s  

i n  which some e n t i t i e s  a re  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  reco g n ized  b u t which 

a d d i t io n a l ly  in v o lv e  th e  i n f e r e n t i a l  re c o g n it io n  by means o f  v is io n  

r u le s  o f  some o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  in  th e  v is io n .  I n  th o se  p e rc e iv e d  

v is io n s  i n  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  n o t a t  a l l  o p e ra t iv e ,  th e  fu n c tio n  

o f  such r u le s  w i l l  n o t h e lp  e x p la in  th e  th re e  p u z z lin g  f e a tu r e s  o f  

v is io n s  w ith  which we a re  concerned in  t h i s  c h a p te r .

The fu n c tio n s  o f  v is io n  r u le s  w i l l  e x p la in  f o r  c e r ta in  p e r ­

ce iv ed  v is io n s  ( l )  why i t  i s  n o t l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd w ith in  o rd in a ry  

w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  f o r  th e  m y stic  to  say  "1 have j u s t  seen
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(o r  touched) God (o r  an a n g e l) ,  (2 ) what s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h e i r  percep­

t u a l  ex p erien ce  would e n ab le  m y stic s  t o  be re a so n a b ly  c e r ta in  t h a t  

th ey  c o r r e c t ly  i d e n t i f y  th e  b e in g s  in  th o se  v is io n s ,  and (3 ) why mys­

t i c s  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  which accord  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  

I n  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  and p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  in v o lv in g  on ly  o rd in a ry  

sense p e rc e p tio n s ,  r u l e s  cannot be o p e ra tiv e  and th e se  th re e  p u z z lin g  

f e a tu re s  o f v is io n s  w i l l  n o t  be ejcp lained  in  te rm s o f  th e  fu n c tio n in g  

o f  v is io n  r u le s  (though in  re c e iv e d  v is io n s  th e r e  i s  an o th e r  answer 

t o  (2)1 i t  i s  sim ply  p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  

v is io n  th a t  an e n t i t y  has th e  i d e n t i t y  which i t  i s  g iven  a s  having  in  

th e  v i s io n ) .  C o n ce n tra tin g  on p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  in v o lv in g  o rd in a ry  

sense p e rc e p tio n s ,  th e s e  th re e  p u z z lin g  f e a tu r e s  o f v is io n s  w i l l  be 

e lu c id a te d  in  th e  n e x t th re e  c h a p te rs  th rough  an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  func­

t io n  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas in  p e rc e p tio n  and o f  th e  d if f e re n c e  between 

th e  cOTceptual schem a(s) o f  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  

and th e  co n cep tu a l schem a(s) o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s .
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CCNCEPTUAL SCHEMAS AND THE RADICAL 

CCNCEPTUAIIZATICN OF 

PERCEPnCN

In  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r ,  th re e  troublesom e f e a tu r e s  o f  v is io n s  

were c l a r i f i e d  f o r  c e r ta in  p e rce iv ed  v is io n s  in  term s o f  o p e ra tiv e  

v is io n  r u l e s .  Those v is io n s  were v is io n s  in  which th e  c la im  to  p e r ­

ce iv e  o b je c ts  o r  t h e i r  p r o p e r t ie s  d id  n o t  e n t a i l  a  commitment on th e  

p a r t  o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  to  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  s t a tu s  o f  th o se  o b je c ts  o r 

t h e i r  p r o p e r t i e s .  Yet some p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v isijpns c la im  t o  have l i t ­

e r a l  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  d u r in g  t h e i r  v is io n s  o f  God o r  a n g e ls  them­

s e lv e s , H ere, to  tak e  one o f  th e  p ro b le m a tic  f e a tu r e s  o f  v is io n s  

d isc u sse d  in  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r ,  i t  does seem l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t 

f o r  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t  to  say  t h a t  he h as , g ra n te d  d u rin g  a  v i s io n , l i t ­

e r a l l y  seen , h ea rd , touched , t a s t e d ,  and sm elled  God o r  an a n g e l .

Such claim s seem l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  d e v ia n t when, a t  th e  same tim e , th e  

m y stic  c la im s o r would c la im  th a t  he i s  r e f e r r in g  to  th e  same b e in g s  

deno ted  by th e  lo c u tio n s  "God" o r "an g e l"  in  n o n -m y stica l r e l ig io u s  

d is c o u rs e .  I n  a s s e s s in g  t h i s ,  and o th e r  problem s co n cern in g  v is ic a is , 

I  w i l l  f o r  th e  rem ainder o f t h i s  e ssa y  c o n c e n tra te  on p e rce iv ed  

v is io n s  n o t in v o lv in g  v is io n  r u l e s .

In  carder t o  beg in  to  p ro v id e  a  b a s is  from which (a )  u l t i ­

m ate ly  to  re so lv e  t h i s  (a p p a re n t)  c o n tr a d ic t io n  which a r i s e s  between

134
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th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  language games 

re g a rd in g  th e  sense p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  God and an g e ls  and (b ) to  

c l a r i f y  s e v e ra l  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  claim  th a t  c e r ta in  p e rce iv ed  f e a tu re s  

o f  v is io n s  a re  in e f f a b le ,  i t  w i l l  be n e ce ssa ry  in  t h i s  c h a p te r  to  

e x p la in  th e  r o le  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas in  p e rc e p tio n .

F u r th e r  re g a rd in g  p e rce iv e d  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

n o t o p e ra t iv e ,  th e re  i s  th e  q u e s tio n  o f why m y stics  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  

e n t i t i e s  which accord  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta tio n s  and, e s p e c ia l ly  g iven  

th a t  m y stic s  ^  ten d  to  p e rc e iv e  on ly  e n t i t i e s  which accord  w ith  

t h e i r  e x p e c ta tio n s , th e  q u e s tio n , as  p o in te d  o u t in  C hapter Two, o f  

what s t r u c t u r a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  h is  p e rc e p tio n s  cou ld  g ive  th e  m ystic  any 

re a so n ab le  c e r t i tu d e  o f c o r r e c t ly  id e n t i fy in g  th e  e n t i t i e s  in  th e  

v is io n .  These two q u e s tio n s  cannot begin  t o  be answ ered u n t i l ,  as  

w i l l  be done th rough  th e  fo llo w in g  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  r o le  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas in  p e rc e p tio n , th e  s t r u c tu r a l  form o f  th e  c o n te n t o f  our p e r ­

c e p tu a l a c t s  and th e  d if f e re n c e  between an in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  th e  phe­

nomenology o f  p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  eind th e  u n in te rp re te d  c o n te n ts  o f  p e r ­

c e p tu a l a c t s  a re  c l a r i f i e d .

The n o tio n  o f  a  "co n cep tu a l schema" which I  w i l l  be u s in g  

here  d e r iv e s  from th e  K antian view t h a t  th e  phenom enological co n ten t 

o f  ou r p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  c o n s is ts  in  th e  "booming, buzzing  confu­

s io n "  o f  th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  ou r p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se -re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  

qua o rd e red  o r  c a te g o riz e d  by th e  mind, I  w i l l  c a l l  t h i s  o rd e rin g  o r 

c a te g o r iz a t io n  o f th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  

p ro c e sse s  " c o n c e p tu a l iz a t io n ,"  th e  r e s u l t a n t  phenom enological c o n te n t
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o f  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  be in g  "c o n c e p tu a liz e d ."

A p e r c i p i e n t 's  "co n cep tu a l schema" i s  th e  a  p r i o r i  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h i s  e lem ent o f o rd e rin g  which th e  mind c o n t r ib u te s  o r 

b r in g s  t o  ex p e rien ce—p r im a r i ly  co n cep ts , c a te g o r ie s ,  t h e i r  lo g ic a l  

i n t e r r e l a t io n s h ip s ,  and th e  law s o f  lo g ic .  F or any p e r c ip ie n t ,  P,

P 's  conceptusJ. schema^ i s  " a  p r io r i "  in  th e  sen se  t h a t  f o r  any p a r t i ­

c u la r  c o n c ep tu a liz e d  momentary ex p e rie n ce , E, o f  P 's ,  o c c u rr in g  a t  

tim e T, E does n o t a t  T a l t e r  o r o therw ise  a f f e c t  th e  o rd e r in g  which 

P 's  co n cep tu a l schema c o n tr ib u te s  to  E a t  T, A p e r c i p i e n t 's  b e l i e f s ,  

b u t n o t ev ery  b e l i e f  o f  h i s ,  a re  c o n s t i tu t iv e  elem ents o f  th e  concep­

tu a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f h i s  co n cep tu a l schema ( e .g .  a  b e l i e f  on ly  h e ld  

m om entarily  a t  tim e T may n o t become p a r t  o f  a  p e r c ip i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema because i t  n ev e r even in  p r in c ip le  becomes an a  p r i o r i  elem ent 

o f  h is  m in d 's  o rd e r in g  o f ex p erien ce  a t  moments te m p o ra lly  p o s te r io r  

t o  T ) , Thus, f o r  exam ple, th e  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe and th e  p a r a l l e l  

v is io n  r u le s  d isc u s se d  in  C hapter Three a re  c o n s t i tu t iv e  elem ents o f

4

A word about my cho ice  o f  th e  lo c u tio n  "co n cep tu a l schema."  
I  p r e f e r  t h i s  term  to  such p h ra se s  a s  "co n cep tu a l framework" and 
"co n cep tu a l scheme" ( l )  to  avo id  any con fusion  w ith  th e  usages o f  
th o se  l a t t e r  two lo c u tio n s  in  th e  r e c e n t  p h ilo so p h ic  l i t e r a t u r e ,  (2) 
because "co n cep tu a l framework" su g g e s ts , to  my mind, o n ly  th e  broad­
e s t  and most fundam ental o u t l in e s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  
elem ent o f  o rd e rin g  which th e  mind b r in g s  to  ex p erien ce  and I  w i l l  
u s u a lly  in te n d  "co n cep tu a l schema" to  denote th e  whole o f  t h a t  con­
c e p tu a l s t r u c tu r e ,  and (3) b o th  "co n cep tu a l scheme*^ and "co n cep tu a l 
framework" su g g est a  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  could  
(o r  does) s e l e c t  and, by d e c is io n , commences t o  u se , ( in  p o in t  o f 
f a c t ,  Cam ap t a lk s  about " th e  accep tance o f a  [ co n cep tu a l | framework 
o f  new e n t i t i e s "  in  "Em piricism , Sem antics and O nto logy ," in  Seman­
t i c s  and th e  P h ilosophy  o f  Language, e d , L , L insky [U rbana, 1 1 1 ,,  
1952J ,  and Quine, i n  "On What There I s , "  in  Quine, From a  L o g ica l 
P o in t o f  View [New York, 1963] ,  t a lk s  abou t " c o n s tru c tin g "  and " f ix ­
in g  upon" o n e 's  co n cep tu a l scheme,)  While I  th in k  th a t  one can a t  
any one tim e e f f e c t iv e ly  choose p o r tio n s  o f o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema, 
I  do n o t f e e l  th a t  one can choose in  to to  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  
which o n e 's  mind b r in g s  to  e x p e rie n c e .
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th e  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  p a r t i c ip a n ts  in  th e  co rresp o n d in g  games o f  

m ake-believe or o f  v is io n  r u l e s .

A co n cep tu a l schema does n o t in c lu d e  w hatever n o n -c o g n itiv e  

elem en ts th e  mind b r in g s  to  e x p e r ie n c e . Thus, f o r  exam ple, em otive 

d is p o s i t io n s  o r a  n o n -co g n itiv e  a e s th e t ic  sense  a re  n o t e lem en ts  o f  a  

p e r s o n 's  co n cep tu a l schema, and i f  an extrem e n o n - c o g n i t iv is t  m eta­

e th ic s  i s  c o r re c t— say  of th e  s o r t  h e ld  by A« J .  Ayer—th e n  w hatever

i s  h e ld  on th a t  th e o ry  t o  be th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  n o n -c o g n itiv e  e th i c a l
2

terras w i l l  n o t be e lem en ts  in  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema.

I t  seems to  me rea so n ab ly  c le a r  t h a t  our co n cep tu a l schemas 

a re  n o t in n a te  though I  th in k  t h a t  humans p o sse ss  in n a te  d is p o s i t io n s  

to  a c q u ire , th rough  e f f ic a c io u s  e x p e r ie n c e s , s p e c i f i c  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e s  in  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schem as. C onceptual schemas a re  

developed th rough  ex p erien ce  by means o f  p o s te r io r  r e f l e c t i o n ,  in  th e  

l i g h t  o f  p ragm atic  c o n s id e ra t io n s , on p a s t  e :q ie r ie n c e s , a s  w e ll a s  by 

a  n a tu ra l  in c l in a t io n  to  u n r e f le c t iv e ly  adopt w hat, a s  W illiam  James 

would have s a id ,  "w orks,"

The lo c u tio n  "co n cep tu a l schema" w i l l  be u sed  to  r e f e r  b o th  

to  th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  a  p r i o r i  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  which a  mind 

b r in g s  to  ex p erien ce  a s  w e ll a s  to  th o se  su b se ts  o f  a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  

t o t a l  co n cep tu a l schema which c o n ta in  t t e  com plete co n cep tu a l s t r u c ­

tu re  and lo g ic  o f s p e c i f ic  a s p e c ts  o f  t t e  lo g ic  o f  th e  m in d 's  o rd e r­

in g  o f  ex p erien ce—e .g ,  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n , 

o f  t a c t i l e  s e n sa tio n s , o f  dream s, e t c .  The lo g ic  o f  many o r  e v e ry

On th e  o th e r  hand, i f  e i t h e r  a  d e f i n i s t  o r  i n t u i t i o n i s t  
m e ta -e th ic a l  th eo ry  i s  c o r r e c t ,  th en  e th ic a l  co n cep ts  w i l l  be p a r t  
o f  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema.
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such com plete co n cep tu a l schema su b se t w i l l ,  i f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  u se s  

language games, be r e f l e c t e d  in  th e  lo g ic  and r u le s  o f  a  co rresp o n d - 

in g  language game,^ O ne's language game o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n , f o r  

in s ta n c e ,  has th e  same co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  a s  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  (though a s  I  w i l l  i n d ic a te ,  such language 

games seldom have th e  com plete co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  co rresp o n ­

d e n t co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t ) ,

R udolf Cam ap, in  "E m piricism , Sem antics and O nto logy ,"  sug­

g e s ts  t h a t  " to  a c c e p t th e  th in g  w orld [ a s  an example o f  a c ce p tin g  a  

co n cep tu a l fram ework] means n o th in g  more th a n  t o  accep t a  c e r ta in

focrm o f language , in  o th e r  w ords, t o  accep t r u le s  f o r  form ing s t a t e -
4raents and f o r  t e s t i n g ,  a c c e p tin g , o r  r e j e c t i n g  them ," Concepts a re  

a n a ly sa b le  in  te rm s o f  r u l e s ;  th e  p o sse s s io n  o f  a  c m c e p t i s  ana­

ly s a b le  in  terms o f d is p o s i t io n s  to  a c t ,  th e  r u le s  com pris ing  th e  an a- 

ly sa n s  o f  th e  concept s e t t i n g  th e  boundary c o n d itio n s  o f  th o se  a c t -  

d is p o s i t io n s .  To a c c e p t,  i n  th e  sense  o f  to  a c q u ire ,  a  co n cep tu a l 

schema su b se t m ight in v o lv e  a c c e p tin g  th e  r u le s  o f  th e  a p p ro p ria te  

language game, b u t a c c e p tin g  a  co n cep tu a l schema s u b se t i s  n o t th e  

same a s  a c c e p tin g  th e  use o f  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  language gam e(s) s in c e  

co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e ts ,  and co n cep tu a l schem as, a re  n o t i d e n t i c a l  

w ith  ( s e t s  o f )  language games, (Though Cam ap may be r i g h t  in  say in g

% o doubt one can d ec id e  to  adopt a t  l e a s t  th e  b a s ic  concep­
t u a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  co n cep tu a l schema su b se t (by choosing  t o  adopt 
th e  fundam ental r u le s  o f  th e  co rresp o n d in g  language gam e), My use  o f 
"co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t" and "language game o f  0'* ro u g h ly  p a r a l l e l s  
more r e c e n t  p h ilo so p h e rs  *, l i k e  C arn ap 's  and Q u in e 's , n o tio n s  o f 
"co n cep tu a l schemes (o r  fram ew orks)" which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  can adop t 
by c h o ic e ,

4R udolf C am ap, "Em piricism , Sem antics and O n to logy ,"  in  
Sem antics and th e  P h ilo sophy  o f  Language, e d , L , L insky , p ,  211,
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t h a t  f o r  u s  th e  a c t  o f  b eg in n in g  t o  a c q u ire  a  p a r t i c u la r  co n cep tu a l 

schema su b se t i s  i n i t i a l l y  sim ply  th e  a c t  o f  a c c e p tin g  th e  r u l e s  o f  a  

p a r t i c u l a r  language gam e.) Two c o n s id e ra tio n s  argue f o r  t h i s  d i s ­

t i n c t i o n ,

A p e r c i p i e n t 's  a b i l i t y  to  d is c r im in a te  some p o r t io n ,  a s  a  

u n if ie d  e n t i t y ,  o f  h i s  sen so ry  f ie ld ^  from  th e  rem ain d er o f t h a t  

senscary f i e l d —i , e ,  from th e  environm ent of t h a t  u n i f ie d  e n t i t y — 

marks a  m ind-im posed o rd e rin g  o f  th e  "booming, buzzing  c o n fu s io n ,"  

D iv is io n , d i s t i n c t i o n ,  and e n t i t y  i d e n t i t y  a re  c o n s tru c ts  which th e  

mind im poses on th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  

p ro c e s s e s . I t  seems t o  me t h a t  th e  b eh av io r o f  th e  h ig h e r  form s o f  

non-human anim al l i f e  c l e a r ly  in d ic a te s  t h a t ,  i f  on ly  in  a  rudim en­

t a r y  fa s h io n , th e y  d is c r im in a te  and d i s t in g u is h  p o r t io n s  o f t h e i r  

sen so ry  f i e l d s .  T h is  d is t in g u is h in g  and d iscn rim inating  o f p h y s ic a l  

o b je c ts  and e v e n ts , a s  u n re fin e d  a s  i t  may b e , i s  a  c o n c e p tu a liz in g  

o f  e x p e r ie n c e . F o r , in  view o f  t h i s  d is t in g u is h in g  and d is c r im in a t­

in g , I  can see no p la u s ib le  way, ex cep t a t  a  g r e a t  c o s t  o f  a r t i f i ­

c i a l i t y ,  o f  a s c r ib in g  th e  p o sse ss io n  o f  co n cep ts  to  humans w hile  deny­

in g  th a t  o th e r  h ig h e r  an im als  p o sse ss  c o n c e p ts . Now, p ig s  and p o r­

p o is e s  a re  ( e s s e n t i a l ly )  n o n -v e rb a l and fo llo w  th e  r u le s  o f  no la n ­

guage games. Were th e y  v e rb a l ,  we can o n ly  suppose t h a t  th e y  would 

e x h ib i t  a  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  language games a s  la c k in g  (o r  n o n -lack in g ) 

i n  com plex ity  a s  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schem as. S t i l l ,  what I  ta k e  t o  be

^By "sen so ry  f i e ld "  here  I  do n o t mean th e  phenom enological 
f i e l d —f o r  t h a t  i s  th e  p ro d u c t o f  th e  m in d 's  o rd e rin g —b u t th e  " f i e ld  
o f  view" o f  th e  senses*  th o se  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  and e v e n ts  which a  
p e r c ip ie n t  i s  a t  a  g iven  moment c a u s a l ly  a b le  t o  d e te c t  by means o f 
h i s  s e n se s .
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t h e i r  c o n c e p tu a liz in g  o f  ex p e rie n c e , which by d e f in i t io n  e n t a i l s  

t h e i r  p o sse ss io n  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as, i s  d i s t i n c t  from th e  use  o f 

language games and t h e i r  r u l e s .  C onceptual schemas and language 

games cannot th e r e fo re  be i d e n t i c a l .

Secondly , I  th in k  th a t  a  c o n s id e ra tio n  o f  v e ry  young c h i l ­

d ren  shows th a t  d is c r im in a tio n  and a b i l i t y  to  d is t in g u is h —i , e ,  con­

c e p tu a l iz a t io n —i s  p re -v e rb a l ,  even p r e - r e f i e c t iv e ,  and c le a r ly  d i s ­

t i n c t  from a  p a r t i c ip a t io n  in  language games o f  p e rc e p tio n . F u r th e r , 

we have e x p e rie n c e s  in  which we d is t in g u is h  and co n ce p tu a liz e  b efo re  

we can v e rb a liz e  th o se  e x p e rie n c e s  and, a s  our a d u l t  ex p e rien ces  t e s ­

t i f y ,  language usage i s  in ad eq u a te  to  th e  r ic h n e s s  and d iv e r s i ty  o f  

our e x p e rien ce . Language i s  f o r  th e  most p a r t  a  s o c ia l  achievem ent, 

dependent on th e  accep tance  o f  co n v en tio n s , and i s  developed to  cap­

t u r e  the  d iv e r s i t y  o f a lre a d y  co n c ep tu a liz ed  e x p e r ie n c e s . Experience 

i s  n o t d e lim ite d  by th e  e x te n t  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  lan g u ag e . E x p eri­

ence does n o t w a it f o r  language; language a c q u is i t io n ,  though, 

u s u a lly  w a its  f o r  e x p e r ie n c e . C onceptual schemas and language games 

a re  n o t i d e n t i c a l .

S ince a  co n cep tu a l schema i s  by d e f in i t io n  th e  elem ent o f 

c o n c e p tu a liz in g  which a  mind b r in g s  to  ex p e r ie n c e , th e  p e rv a s iv e  con­

c e p tu a l iz a t io n  o f  ex p erien ce  which I  w i l l  e x te n s iv e ly  c o n s id e r 

e n t a i l s  our p o sse ss io n  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as. There i s ,  however, 

a n o th e r , s im p le r c o n s id e ra tio n  which in d u ces  us  to  reco g n ize  th e  f a c t  

t h a t  co n cep tu a l schemas p la y  a  r o le  in  o u r p e rc e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e .

What we can ex p erien ce  cannot be l im i te d  s o le ly  by what i n  f a c t  

e x i s t s  to  be ex p e rien ced ; o therw ise  we co u ld  on ly  d isc o v e r  th e  l im i t s  

o f  ex p erien ce  th ro u g h  e x p e r ie n c e . F o r, poss3.ble ex p erien ce  i s  d e l i -
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mi te d  by th e  lo g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le  a s  much a s  by th e  a c tu a l ly  e x i s t e n t .  

Whether chim eras e x i s t  t o  be l i t e r a l l y  p e rce iv ed  o b v io u sly  depends in  

p a r t  on w hether t h e i r  e x is te n c e  i s  l o g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le .  As I  w i l l  

argue i n  th e  n e x t c h a p te r , and a s  i s ,  I  th in k ,  in  e f f e c t  im p lied  by 

th o se  who argue th a t  th e  supposed d i s t i n c t io n  between a n a ly t ic  and 

s y n th e t ic  t r u t h s  i s  i l l u s o r y  and u n te n a b le , th e  l im i t s  o f  lo g ic a l  

p o s s i b i l i t y  a re  determ ined  by th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  o n e 's  con­

c e p tu a l schema. Hence, p o s s ib le  ex p erien ce  i s  d e lim ite d  by th e  con­

c e p tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema and b e in g  a  

p e r c ip ie n t  e n t a i l s  p o sse ss in g  a  co n cep tu a l schema,

I I

In  o rd e r  to  analyze  th e  s t r u c t u r a l  form which th e  m in d 's  con­

c e p tu a l iz a t io n  o f ex p erien ce  g iv e s  t o  in d iv id u a l  a c ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n , 

i t  w i l l  be u s e fu l  to  d is t in g u is h  two ty p es  o f  p e rc e p tu a l conscious­

ness* r e f l e c t i v e  and u n r e f le c t iv e  c o n sc io u sn ess ,^

In  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i s  on ly  aware o f 

th e  immediate o b je c t  o f  p ercep tio n *  a  c h a i r ,  a  c o n ife r ,  a  marmot, a  

maroon p a tc h . Walk down th e  s t r e e t  i n  a  d i s t r a c te d  mood* au tom obiles 

and peop le  p a s s  and a  v a r ie g a te d  m u ltitu d e  o f  d e t a i l  i s  u n re f le c ­

t i v e l y  ex p e rie n ce d . T h is  d e t a i l  i s  u n r e f le c t iv e ly  ex p erien ced , y e t 

ex p erien ced , because i f  aisked "Did you see a  man w earing a  f lo p p y  

yellow  fe d o ra  p a ss  by a t  th e  l a s t  c o m e r? "  you m ight re sp o n d , "Yes, 

now th a t  I  th in k  about i t  I  d id ,  a lth o u g h  a t  th e  tim e I  d i d n 't  espe­

c i a l l y  n o tic e  t h a t  man,"

th e  Ego.
^ I am here  u s in g  S a r t r e 's  te rm ino logy  in  The Transcendence o f
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I t  i s  q u i te  a  d i f f e r e n t  th in g  t o  be c o n sc io u s ly  aw are, 

r e f l e c t i n g  ab o u t, o n e 's  p e rc e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e s . In  r e f l e c t i v e  con­

sc io u sn e ss  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  r e f l e c t s  on an a c t  o f  u n re f le c t iv e  con­

sc io u s n e s s : e ,g ,  one becomes aware t h a t  I  am p e rc e iv in g  a  c h a i r ,  e t c .  

For P to  p e rc e iv e  x  a t  t  d u rin g  an a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc iousness 

i s  f o r  P t o  form a  d is p o s i t io n  a t  t  to  b e lie v e  on r e f l e c t i o n  t h a t  P 

i s ,  o r  was, p e rc e iv in g  what x  looked  l i k e  to  P a t  jk.

I t  i s  a  m is ta k e , I  th in k ,  to  suppose t h a t  our p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  

o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  have as an o b je c t  some " th in g "  cor even t 

o th e r  th an  th e  p h y s ic a l  o b je c t  o r  even t o s te n s ib ly  b e in g  p e rce iv ed  

which s e rv e s  as an in te rm e d ia ry  between our u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l 

a c t s  and p e rc e iv e d  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  and e v e n ts .  There a re  no "raw" 

o r  "pure" "sen se  d a ta ,"  "sense  q u a l i t i e s , "  " a p p e a r in g s ,"  e t c ,  (what I  

ta k e  to  be a  myth h ere  h as  had many g u is e s )  independen t o f th e  m in d 's  

a c t i v i t y  which i s  th e  o b je c t  o f  o r  co n te n t o f  th o se  a c t s  o f  aw areness 

which we c a l l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s .  C hairs  and marmots and maroon 

p a tch e s  a re  p e rc e iv e d  in  a c ts  o f  u n re f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  by means 

o f  " p re s e n ta t io n s " —in  th e  b road  sense  o f  t h a t  "by which we p e r ­

c e iv e "  th e  o b je c ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n — b u t th e re  a re  no p e rc e p tio n s  o f 

th o se  p r e s e n ta t io n s :  ou r u n re f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  a re  th o se  p re ­

s e n ta t io n s ,  P e rc e p tu a l a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  a re  con- 

te n  t l e s s ;  th e y  a re  them selves th e  c o n te n ts  o f  o rd in a ry , u n re f le c t iv e  

p e rc e p tu a l ex p erien ce  ; th e y  a re  b o th  th e  aw areness and th e  "p re se n ta ­

t io n s "  o f  which we a re  aware in  u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tio n .

I n  a c ts  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess  th e re  a re  two ty p e s  o f 

e x p e r ie n t ia l  c o n te n t:  th e  c o n te n t o f th e  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t  o f  p ercep ­

t i o n  and th e  c o n te n t,  which in c lu d e s  th e  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t ,  o f th e
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r e f l e c t i v e  a r t .  In  a c t s  o f  u n re f le c t lv e  co n sc io u sn ess , on th e  o th e r  

hand, th e re  i s  on ly  one ty p e  o f  co n te n t to  e x p e r ie n c e . In  p e rc e p tu a l 

a c ts  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess , even when th e se  a r e  th e  o b je c ts  

o f  a c t s  o f r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess , th e re  i s  on ly  an aw areness o f 

(what seem to  be) f a c t s  abou t s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o f  th e  p e r c ip i e n t 's  

body and environm ent. C o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  parsim ony argue t h a t  t h i s  i s
7

a l l  t h a t  c o n s t i tu te s  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  o f  u n re f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  

and th a t  th e re  a re  no "sen se  d a ta ,"  " a p p e a r in g s ,"  e t c . ,  which a re  th e  

in te rm e d ia te  o b je c ts  o f  th e se  aw arenesses. The p o s tu la t io n  o f  such 

e n t i t i e s  i s  th e  p o s tu la t io n  o f  an unnecessary  ca teg o ry  o f  on to lo g y . 

Not o n ly  i s  i t  th e  case  t h a t  phenom enologically  we a re  unaware o f  th e  

e x is te n c e  o f  members o f  t h i s  ca teg o ry —I  c e r ta in ly  d o n 't  seem t o  p e r­

ce ive  sense  d a ta  when I  p e rc e iv e  c h a ir s —b u t th e re  i s  a  much s im p ler 

e x p la n a tio n  o f  what i s  th e  co n ten t o f  our p e rc e p tu a l a c t s .

There i s  a  s in g le  e n t i t y — a  p r e p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e—which 

se rv e s  th e  d u a l fu n c tio n s  b ifu rc a te d  by th e  n o tio n  t h a t  th e re  a re  

o b je c t o r  e v en t " p re s e n ta t io n s "  o f  which our p e rc e p tu a l a c ts  o f  un re­

f l e c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  a re  aw arenesses. P e rc e p tu a l a c t s  o f  u n re f le c -  

tivB  (and r e f l e c t i v e )  con sc io u sn ess  a re  e p iso d ic  occu rrences o f an 

aw areness o f p ro p o s i t io n s  about s t a t e s  o f  au ffa irs  o f th e  p e r c ip i e n t 's  

body and environm ent (though o n ly  in  p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  

co n sc iousness does t h i s  aw areness in c lu d e  th e  a d d i t io n a l  aw areness 

t h a t  th e re  i s  an aw areness about th e  e x te rn a l  w o rld ). Each p e rcep ­

tu a l  a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess i s  a  s e t  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p i -

D, M. Armstrong makes a  s im i la r  p o in t  by d e f in in g  p e rc e p tio n  
a s  th e  a c q u is i t io n  o f  b e l i e f s  (an a n a ly s is  we w i l l  need to  r e tu r n  to  
in  a  moment).



1 #

so d é s . As such  th ey  p o ssess  two p rim ary  a s p e c ts —v iz ,  th e  c o n te n t o f  

th e  p r e p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e , i . e .  th e  " d a ta "  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , and th e  

form in  which t h a t  d a ta  i s  e x p e rien ced , a  p r e p o s i t io n a l  form .

A second c o n s id e ra tio n  argues more s p e c i f i c a l l y  a g a in s t  th e  

n o tio n  th a t  a  hy p o th esized  c o n te n t o f  o r  o b je c t  o f  our u n r e f le c t iv e  

p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  i s  independen t o f th e  m in d 's  a c t i v i t y .  I t  i s  p la u ­

s ib le  t o  su g g est t h a t  e a r ly  i n  a  p e r c ip i e n t 's  p e rc e p tu a l c a re e r  i n i ­

t i a l  p e rc e p tio n s  o f b a s ic  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  g iv e  r i s e  t o  changes in  th e  

p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e .  T h is  i s ,  I  tak e  i t ,  how th e  

b eg in n in g s  o f  th e  complex co n cep tu a l i n te r r e l a t io n s h ip s  o f  our con­

c e p tu a l schemas a re  i n i t i a l l y  a cq u ired  and changed in  re sp o n se  to  

p rag m atic  c o n s id e ra tio n s  and an  u n re f le c t iv e  f e e l  f o r  "what w orks."  

However, a f t e r  t h i s  e a r l i e s t  s ta g e  in  our p e rc e p tu a l  l i v e s ,  th e  

im m ediate o b je c ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n s  a re  b o th  sense  q u a l i t i e s —maroon 

p a tc h e s , m usical n o te s ,  sour te is te s —and complex u n if ie d  o b je c ts — 

c h a i r s ,  c o n if e r s ,  and marmots.

Given th a t  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  a r e ,  a lo n g  w ith  sense  q u a l i t i e s ,  

im m ediate o b je c ts  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , th e  su g g es tio n  th a t  th e re  i s  a  

"p u re"  o b je c t o r  ev en t " p re se n ta tio n "  o f  which a c ts  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  

co n sc iousness a re  aw arenesses lo o k s even more d u b io u s. As lo n g  sls 

th e  co n te n ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  a re  though t to  be alw ays com plete ly  and 

fundam en ta lly  red u ceab le  to  ( s e t s  o f )  d a ta  ab o u t sense q u a l i t i e s ,  th e  

n o tio n  th a t  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  "produce" in  some sense  o r o th e r  "sen se  

d a ta "  o r  "ap p earin g s"  which a re  f r e e  o f  th e  m in d 's  c o n s tru c tio n  and 

which we a re  i n  tu rn  aware o f  d u rin g  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  consc ious­

n e ss  i s  a t t r a c t i v e .  That th e re  a re  "pure" c h a i r  o r  b e s t  f r i e n d  o r 

The Death o f  S o c ra te s  "sense d a ta "  o r  " a p p e a r in g s ,"  independen t o f
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th e  m in d 's  a c t i v i t y ,  i s  n o t n e a r ly  so  p la u s ib le |  p e rc e p tio n s  o f 

c h a ir s  and p a r t i c u l a r  p a in t in g s  a re  more o b v io u sly  c o a c e p tu a l iz a t ians 

th an  r e d  p a tc h e s .  Yet immediate n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  p e rc e p tu a l re c o g n i­

t io n s  a re  o f te n  r e c o g n it io n s  o f  c h a i r s  o r  p a r t i c u la r  f r ie n d s  o r p a r ­

t i c u l a r  p a in t in g s ,  and th e se  im m ediate n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  p e rc e p tu a l  

r e c o g n it io n s  o f  c h a i r s ,  e t c . ,  a re  n o t ,  phenom enolog ically , com posites 

o f and hence n o t red u ceab le  to  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  sense q u a l i t i e s .  

A pplying th e se  c o n s id e ra tio n s  abou t p e rc e p tio n s  o f complex p h y s ic a l 

o b je c ts ,  which c le a r ly  seem to  in v o lv e  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n , p arsim on i­

o u s ly  t o  a l l  o u r p e rc e p tio n s ,  i t  w i l l  n o t b e , th e n , th a t  th e re  a re  

"pure" p r e s e n ta t io n s ,  independent o f  th e  m in d 's  c o n c e p tu a liz in g , 

which form th e  c o n te n t o f  our u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s .

I l l

In  a d d it io n  t o  th e  p o s i t io n  th a t  th e re  i s  no "raw" o r  "pure" 

" p re s e n ta t io n ,"  independen t o f th e  m in d 's  a c t i v i t y ,  which i s  th e  con­

t e n t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tu a l  aw areness, th e re  i s  a  second 

a sp e c t o f  th e  lo g ic  o f  p e rc e p tio n  which has  a lre a d y  been touched  on 

and which w i l l  o p e ra te  im p o rta n tly  in  t h i s  e s sa y . A ll  p e rc e p tu a l 

ex p e rie n ce s  a re  c o n c e p tu a liz e d , o r  o rd e red , by th e  mind* th e  pheno­

m enological c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l ex p erien ce  i s  r a d i c a l ly  c o n c e p tu a l-  
8iz e d .  That i s ,  a  p e r c ip i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema o rd e rs  a l l  o f  h i s  

p e rc e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e s . Genuine p e rc e p tio n  m inim ally  in v o lv e s  th e  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  o f  th e  p e rc e iv ed  e n t i t y  from i t s  env ironm en ta l con-

8G, N. A. Vesey has made a  s im ila r  p o in t ,  though a  more 
r e s t r i c t e d  one l im i te d  to  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  % "A ll s e e in g  i s  se e in g  
as"  ("S ee in g  and S eeing  As” in  P e rc e iv in g , Sensing and Knowing, e d . 
R obert Sw artz [New York, 1965], PP. 7 2 -7 3 ),
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t e x t  in  th e  sen so ry  f i e l d ,  even i f  t h i s  a c t  o f  d is t in g u is h in g  amounts 

t o  n o th in g  more th an  th e  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  o f th e  e n t i t y ,  w hether 

o b je c t  o r  e v e n t, a s  a  u n i f ie d  e n t i t y  (a  "som ething") 3^  ( i . e .  in  con­

t r a s t  to )  th e  w o rld . F or in s ta n c e ,  a  p e r c ip ie n t  can c o r r e c t ly  be 

s a id  to  see  on ly  i f  what he s e e s  lo o k s l ik e  som eth ing . A ll p e rc e iv -
9

in g  i s  p e rc e iv in g  a s .

From th e  f a c t  t h a t  a l l  p e rc e iv in g  i s  p e rc e iv in g  a s ,  i t  f o l ­

lows th a t  a l l  p e rc e p tio n  i s  t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  o r  p a r t i a l l y  t r u e  and p a r ­

t i a l l y  f a l s e .  Sense p e rc e p tio n s  a re  t r u e  when what th e  p e r c ip ie n t  

w ould, d u r in g  a  co n c u rre n t a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  c o n sc io u sn ess , ta k e  th e  

p e rc e iv e d  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  o f  a  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  con­

sc io u sn e ss  t o  be 3^  what th e  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  i s .  O therw ise th e  p e r ­

c e p tio n  i s ,  a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y ,  f a l s e .  ( I  ta k e  i t  t h a t  d u rin g  a  con­

c u r re n t  a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  c o n sc io u sn ess , we cannot be m istaken  abou t 

th e  c o n te n t o f  th e  a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  con sc io u sn ess  which i s  i t s  

o b je c t .  We canno t u n r e f le c t iv e ly  see X a s  ^  and, c o n c u rre n tly , 

r e f l e c t i n g  on t h a t  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t  see  X a s  n o t - ^ . )  A p e rc e p tio n  

would be p a r t i a l l y  t r u e  and p a r t i a l l y  f a l s e  i f  d u rin g  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  

a c t  one, e . g . ,  to o k  X to  be ^  and j[ when X i s  i n  f a c t  ^  and n o t-^ .

And n o t ic e  t h a t ,  e . g . ,  a  p a r t i a l l y  submerged s t i c k  co u ld  e i t h e r  be 

seen  ^  b en t (a  f a l s e  p e rc e p t io n ) ,  even i f  one knows t h a t  th e  s t i c k  

i s  s t r a i g h t  b u t does n o t have th a t  knowledge v iv id ly  i n  mind, o r a s  a

And o f  co u rse  g iven  t h a t  to  say  th a t  a  p e r c ip ie n t  " s e e s ,"  
" h e a r s ,"  e t c . ,  i s  t o  say  th a t  he "se e s  ( e t c . )  som ething ^  x , "  i t  
fo llo w s  from t h i s  r a d i c a l  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  o f  a l l  th e  phenomenolo­
g ic a l  c o n te n t o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s ,  and from th e  d e f in i ­
t io n  o f  a  conceptusd  schema a s  th e  c o g n itiv e  e lem ent o f  o rd e rin g  
which th e  mind b r in g s  t o  ex p e rien ce , t h a t  a l l  sen so ry  p e r c ip ie n ts  
have co n cep tu a l schem as.
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s t r a i g h t  s t i c k  t h a t  lo o k s a s  i f  i t  were b en t (a  t r u e  p e r c e p t io n ) .

The rea so n  p e rc e p tio n s  a re  t r u e  o r  f a l s e  i s  t h a t  a  p e rc e p tu a l  

a c t ,  e i t h e r  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  s im p lic i t e r  o r  o f  u n re f le c ­

t iv e  con sc io u sn ess  a s  th e  o b je c t  o f  an a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess, 

i s  a  s e t  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d es— i , e . i s  a  ( s e t  o f )  e p iso d ic  s t a t e s  

o f  con sc io u sn ess  o f  p ro p o s it io n s  (ab o u t th e  s t a t e  o f  o u r b o d ies  o r  

en v iro n m en t). However, u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s ,  though t r u e  o r 

f a l s e ,  a re  n e i th e r  b e l i e f s  n o r judgm ents,

D. M. Arm strong, in  A M a te r ia l i s t  Theory o f  th e  Mind, d e f in e s  

p e rc e p tio n  a s  th e  a c q u is i t io n  o f  b e l i e f s ,  b e l i e f s  ab o u t th e  current^®  

s t a t e  o f  th e  o rg an ism 's  body and environm ent,^^  I  th in k  Armstrong 

has m is tak en ly  id e n t i f i e d  th e  common b e l i e f  a s p e c t r a t h e r  th a n  th e  

p ro p o s i t io n a l  a sp e c t o f  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  a s  d e f in i t iv e  o f  p e rc e p tu a l  

a c t s .

The o c c u rre n t p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  (abou t th e  s t a t e  o f  th e  

o rg an ism 's  body and environm ent) w hich, on th e  view o f fe re d  h e re , a re  

id e n t i c a l  w ith  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess , a re  I  

ta k e  i t  most o f te n  b e lie v e d  t r u e  and th e y  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  more o f te n  

th a n  n o t c o r r e c t ly  b e lie v e d  to  be t r u e .  The reascm  t h a t  th e se  propo­

s i t i o n a l  ep iso d es  a r e  more o f te n  th an  n o t c o r r e c t ly  b e lie v e d  to  be
12t r u e  has a lre a d y  been no ted  in  te rm s o f  th e  co n cep tu a l en ta llm e n t

I  do n o t s t ip u la te  t h a t  th e  p ro p o s i t io n s  which we a re  e p i­
s o d ic a l ly  aware o f in  p e rc e p tu a l ex p erien ce  a re  p ro p o s i t io n s  about 
c u r re n t s t a t e s  o f th e  p e r c ip i e n t 's  body and environm ent because , e . g . ,  
a  s o p h is t ic a te d  astronom er observ ing  th e  s t a r s  m ight on ly  a c q u ire  
b e l i e f s  about t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  p o s i t io n s  a  lo n g  tim e ag o ,

M. A rm strong, A M a te r ia l i s t  Ih eo ry  o f  th e  Mind (New
York, 1968) ,  p .  209 .

110.
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between "genuine p e rc e p tio n "  and a  r e l a t i v e l y  f re q u e n t su cc e ss  in  

g a th e r in g  c o r r e c t  in fo rm a tio n  abou t o n e 's  environm ent by means o f  a c ts  

o f  p e rc e p tio n . Thus, Arm strong i s  c o r r e c t  to  p o in t  ou t th e  co n cep tu a l 

e n ta llm e n t between p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  and b e l i e f  s t a t e s ,  s in c e  i t  i s  p a r t  

o f  what we mean by genuine p e rc e p tio n  t h a t  we te n d  ( u n c r i t i c a l l y )  t o  

b e lie v e  what we p e rc e iv e .  But th e r e  a re  in s ta n c e s  o f genuine p e rcep ­

t io n  a p a r t  from b e l i e f  and i t  seems t o  me th a t  t h i s  makes i t  e v id e n t 

th a t  p e rc e p tu a l a c ts  a re  n o t d e f i n i t i v e ly  o c c u r re n t a c q u is i t io n s  o f 

b e l i e f s .

Armstrong reco g n izes^ ^  two in s ta n c e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w ith o u t 

b e l i e f .  He t r e a t s  them a s  p e r ip h e ra l  c a s e s , p o s s ib ly  in v o lv in g  an 

" in c l in a t iœ i  to  b e l i e f "  and d e r iv in g  t h e i r  c h a ra c te r  a s  genuine p e r­

c e p tu a l a c t s  from more c e n t r a l  c a se s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w ith  b e l i e f  *

( l )  c a se s  in  which one has p e rc e p tio n s  which "do n o t co rrespond  to  

p h y s ic a l r e a l i t y " —e .g .  m irro r  im ages—y e t  f a i l s  t o  be d ece iv ed  by 

them and hence f a i l s  to  acq u ire  f a l s e  b e l i e f s  and (2) c a se s  in  which 

b e l i e f s  a re  n o t a cq u ired  because th e  p e r c ip ie n t  a lre a d y  p o s se s se s  th e  

t ru e  (o r  f a l s e )  b e l i e f s  which would o th erw ise  have been a c q u ire d  o r 

because th e  p e rc e p tio n  was "weak" and ( " in c r e d ib ly ,"  say s  Arm strong) 

no b e l i e f  i s  a c q u ire d . He c a l l s  th e  l a s t  " id le "  p e rc e p tio n s .

F i r s t ,  th e  id e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  p r e p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s , whose 

r e f e r e n t s  a re  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and en v iro n ­

ment, and p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  engenders none o f th e  awkwardness which 

a r i s e s  from A rm strong 's  a ttem p t t o  group p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  in to  c e n t r a l  

v e rsu s  p e r ip h e ra l  cases  o f  p e rc e p tio n .

^^Armstrong, A M a te r ia l i s t  Theory o f  th e  Mind, p .  2 l6  f .
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Second, each s p e c i f ic  type  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w ith o u t b e l i e f  t e l l s  

a g a in s t  A rm strong 's  p o s i t io n .  For th e  p e r c ip ie n t  a c q u a in te d  w ith  th e  

e f f e c t s  o f  m irro rs  and th e re fo re  n o t m isled  by m ir ro r  im ages, p e rc e iv ­

in g  physica]. o b je c ts  by means o f  p e rc e iv in g  m irro r  im ages and p e rc e iv ­

in g  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  under o rd in a ry  c ircu m stan ces—in c lu d in g , e . g . ,  

th rough  a  w ire mesh sc re e n , th rough  th e  fo g , in  u n u su a lly  b r ig h t  sun­

l i g h t — a re  ty p es  o f  p e rc e p tio n s  whose d if f e r e n c e s  a re  in c o n se q u e n tia l  

and d isc o u ta b lo  in s o f a r  a s  b o th  count e q u a lly  a s  c a s e s  o f  genuine p e r ­

c e p tio n . The elem ent o f  b e l i e f  in  th e  l a t t e r  and n o t  in  th e  form er 

cannot mark th e  d if fe re n c e  between genuine and on ly  p a r a s i t i c  ca se s  o f  

p e rc e p tio n . In  b o th , though, one d e f in i t iv e  a sp e c t making th e  a c t  a  

p e rc e p tu a l a c t  i s  th e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e , whose r e f e r e n t  i s  a  s t a t e  

o f  a f f a i r s  o f  th e  p e r c ip i e n t 's  body o r  environm ent, which i n  th e  

m irro r  image case  sim ply does n o t become th e  s u b je c t  o f  b e l i e f .

A gain, each su ccess iv e  sense p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  same e n t i t y  i s  

a  genuine sense  p e rc e p tio n  of t h a t  e n t i t y  even i f  a f t e r  th e  i n i t i a l  

p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  no f u r th e r  b e l i e f s  a re  a c q u ire d  (and th e re  i s  no fu r ­

th e r  in c l in a t io n  to  ac q u ire  b e l i e f s )  about th e  e n t i t y  in  q u e s tio n . I n  

each su cceed in g  p e rc e p tu a l a c t ,  though , th e re  i s  a  s e t  o f  p ro p o s i­

t io n a l  ep iso d e s  s im i la r  to  th o se  o c cu rrin g  d u r in g  th e  f i r s t  p e rc e p tio n  

o f  th e  e n t i t y  and which a re  th e  p o te n t ia l  s u b je c ts  o f  b e l i e f  abou t th e  

o b je c t .  B e l ie f s  a re  such  th a t  a  s in g le  co g n ize r cannot a c q u ire  a  

b e l i e f  which he a lre a d y  p o s se s se s . Y et p e r c ip ie n ts  can have e x a c t ly  

s im i la r  p e rc e p tio n s  numerous tim es and  th ey  can , on numerous occa­

s io n s , become (maybe u n re f le c t iv e ly )  co n sc ious o f  e x a c t ly  s im i la r  p ro -  

p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s . F in a l ly ,  th e  c a se  o f " id le "  p e rc e p tio n s  

obv iously  m it ig a te s  a g a in s t  ta k in g  th e  a q u is i t io n  o f  b e l i e f s  a s  a
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d e f i n i t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  p e rc e p tio n .

I f  we g ra n t t h a t  th e re  a re  p e rc e p tio n s  so  "weak" t h a t  no 

b e l i e f  i s  acq u ired  ( " id le "  p e rc e p tio n s  f o r  A rm strong), then  i t  i s  a l s o  

c l e a r  t h a t  p e rc e p tio n s ,  a s  w e ll a s  n o t being  a c q u is i t io n s  o f  b e l i e f ,  

cannot be judgm ents e i t h e r .  To judge th a t  £  i s  th e  case i s  t o  b e lie v e  

t h a t  2  I s  th e  c a se , and th e s e  "weak" p e rc e p tio n s  cou ld  n o t in v o lv e  

judgm ents. There a r e  two s tro n g e r  c o n s id e ra t io n s , though, which p re ­

c lude th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  p e rc e p tio n s  a re  judgm ents. F i r s t ,  judg­

m ents a r e  m ental a c t s  o f  which we a re  c o n sc io u sly  aware and th e  p e r­

c e p tu a l a c ts  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc iousness o f te n  a re  n o t m ental a c ts  

o f  which we a r e  co n sc io u s ly  aw are. P e rc e p tu a l a c t s  o f  u n re f le c t iv e  

co n sc io u sn ess , th e n , could  n o t be judgm ents. (Though p ro p o s i t io n a l  

e p iso d e s  which a re  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  a re  n o t ,  in s o f a r  a s  th ey  a re  sim ply 

o c c u rre n t d u rin g  s t a t e s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess, th e  s u b je c ts  o f  

a c t s  o f  consc ious aw areness, th e y  a re  o f  cou rse  p o t e n t i a l l y  th e  sub­

j e c t s  o f  a c ts  o f  co n sc io u s  aw areness, v iz .  a s  the  s u b je c ts  e i t h e r  o f  

a c t s  o f co n cu rren t r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc iousness o r  o f  l a t e r  a c ts  o f  remem­

b e r in g .)  Second, judgm ents a re  in h e re n t ly  in te r p r e t iv e  b u t s in c e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o ccu rs  o n ly  d u r in g  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess , judgm ents 

canno t o ccu r a s  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  con sc io u sn ess  and, hence, cannot 

be id e n t i c a l  w ith  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  s in c e  th e y  can occur a s  a c t s  o f  

u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  a p a r t  from s t a t e s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc ious­

n e s s .

T h e re fo re , w hile n e i th e r  b e l i e f s  n o r judgm ents, y e t  having a  

p ro p o s i t io n a l  form , th e  d a ta  o f  in s ta n c e s  o f  sen so ry  ex p erien ce—i  . e . 

th e  d a ta  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  p a r t i c u la r  p e rc e p tu a l
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a c t s —a re  a  s e t  o f  " f a c t s " f a c t s "  abou t th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and 

environm ent which a re  ex p ressed  by th o se  m en tal o ccu rren ces  which a re  

th e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n . These " fa c ts '*  can , upon 

r e f l e c t i o n  o r  l a t e r  r e c a l l ,  e ith e r.b eco m e  th e  r e f e r e n t s  o f t th e  b e l i e f s  

which a re  a cq u ire d  d u r in g  o rd in a ry  r e f l e c t i v e  p e rc e p tio n  o r become th e  

c o n te n t which i s  r e c a l le d  when one remembers " th e  lo o k ,"  o r " th e  

f e e l , "  o r  " th e  so und ,"  e t c . ,  o f  p a s t  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e s .^ ^

use  sc a re  q u o tes  h e re  because th e se  a p p a ren t f a c t s  a re
o f te n  f a l s e .

^•%umerous troublesom e a s p e c ts  o f  sense-datum  th e o r ie s  have 
been p o in te d  o u t by o th e r  p h ilo so p h e rs  and I  do n o t in te n d  t o  r e t i l l  
o ld  ground, b e s id e s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a  d e ta i l e d  r e f u ta t io n  o f  th e o r ie s  
p o s i t in g  a  g h o s tly  m ental in te rm e d ia ry  between th e  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  
o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and environm ent and h i s  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r i­
ences i s  ta n g e n t ia l  t o  my p re s e n t  p u rp o se s . However, i t  i s  w orth  n o t­
in g  h ere  t h a t  th e  problem s co n cern in g  th e  in d e te rm in a te n e ss  o f  many 
p e rc e p tio n s  which a r i s e  re g a rd in g  th e  p o s tu la t io n  o f  s e n s e -d a ta  a s  
d e te rm in a te  and im m ediately  p e r c e p t ib le  e n t i t i e s  a re  n e a t ly  re so lv e d  
by th e  above re d u c tio n  o f  " im p ress io n s” and " id e a s "  i n t o  a  s in g le  ty p e  
o f  e n t i t y ,  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s .

As a  r e p re s e n ta t iv e  o f  t h i s  problem  f o r  th e  sense-datum  th eo ­
r i s t ,  ccm sider th e  sp eck led  hen c a s e . One s e e s  th e  hen b u t does n o t 
see p r e c is e ly  how many sp e c k le s  th e  hen h a s . T h is  im p lie s  t h a t  i f  
p e rc e p tio n  i s  t o  be e x p lic a te d  in  te rm s o f  s e n s e -d a ta , th en  th o se  sen­
so ry  item s w i l l  have to  be e i t h e r  in d e te rm in a te  v i s - a - v i s  sp eck led n ess  
o r ,  i f  d e te rm in a te  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  must be unaware o f  
th a t  d e te rm in a te  p ro p e r ty .  These two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  p re s e n t  a  dilemma 
s in c e .e x i s te n t  e n t i t i e s ,  a s  opposed t o  ways o f  e x p e r ie n c in g , e t c . ,  a re  
n e c e s s a r i ly  d e te rm in a te  (though some o f  t h e i r  f e a tu r e s  may n o t be 
d e te rm in ab le  by c e r ta in  m ethods) and s e n se -d a ta  a re  in tro d u c e d  in to  
th e o r ie s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  t o  e x p la in  what p e r c ip ie n ts  a re  im m ediately  
aware o f  s in c e  i t  i s  tho u g h t t h a t  s t a t e s  o f  a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and 
environm ent cannot them selves be what th e  p e r c ip ie n t  i s  im m ediately  
aware o f .

P ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  and p ro p o s i t io n s  a re  them selves d e te r ­
m in a te . However, p ro p o s i t io n s  can d e te rm in a te ly  denote som ething in ­
d e te rm in a te  a s  t h a t  " th e  sp eck led  hen has many s p e c k le s ."  Thus in d e ­
te rm in a te  p e rc e p tio n  i s  e x p lic a b le  in  te rm s o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s , 
which a re  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s ,  d e n o tin g  in d e te rm in a te  f a c t s  
about th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  body and environm ent.
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IV

One p e r s i s t e n t  n o tio n  which r e s i s t s  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  

c o n te n t o f  sen so ry  e x p e rien ce s  w ith  s e t s  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  i s  

th e  id e a  th a t  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv e s  m en tal im ages and t h a t  to  

im ag ine, f a r  in s ta n c e ,  a  scene which one has  r e c e n t ly  been v i s u a l ly  

p e rc e iv in g  I s  to  c re a te  a  m ental image " in  th e  m in d 's  e y e ,"  a  m ental 

image which i s  s im i la r  to  b u t f a i n t e r  th a n  th a t  in v o lv ed  in  th e  o r i ­

g in a l  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n .

The im ages in v o lv ed  in  im agin ing  a re  v e ry  s im i la r  to  th e  phe­

nom enological means by which we p e rc e iv e  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  in  o rd in a ry  

p e rc e p tio n . Three o b je c tio n s  aip]y e q u a lly  a g a in s t  ta k in g  p e rc e p tio n s  

o r  im ag in a tio n  a s  im s ig is tic , a s  in v o lv in g  a  p lc tu r e - l i k e  phenomenolo­

g ic a l  item  to  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  which we can be more o r  l e s s  a t t e n t i v e .

( i )  When we im agine a  fa c e ,  say , th e re  i s  no p i c tu r e - l i k e  

e n t i t y ,  an "im age,"  which we f i x  in  our a t t e n t io n .  O therw ise we cou ld  

in s p e c t  m yriad and m inute d e t a i l s  o f  im agined fa c e s  n o t p e rc e iv e d  when 

we f i r s t  conjure, up th e  im age. But we c a n n o t. I n s te a d ,  we im agine no 

more th a n  what i s  p ro v id ed  by th e  s p a r s i ty  o f  th e  b e l i e f s  abou t th e  

fa c e  which we can b r in g  t o  our a t t e n t io n  a t  th e  moment o f  ima g in in g  

and t h i s  i s  why th e re  a re  no f u r th e r  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  "image" which we 

can p e ru se , why we cannot d isc o v e r  fo rg o tte n  f a c t s  about th e  a c tu a l  

fa c e  im agined .

( i i )  That th e re  a re  no f u r th e r ,  d e t a i l s  o f  an image beyond 

th o se  im agined d u rin g  a  moment o f  im agin ing  im p lie s  t h a t  th e  su p p o si­

t io n  th a t  m ental im ages a re  l ik e  p ic tu r e s  sh a re s  an in h e re n t  d e f i ­

c ien cy  w ith  th e  p o s i t io n  o f  th e  sense-datum  t h e o r i s t .  J u s t  a s  th e
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sense-datum  t h e o r i s t  cannot account f o r  th e  in d e te rm in a te n e ss  o f  many 

p e rc e p tio n s ,^ ^  so a ls o  i f  im ag in ing  and p e rc e iv in g  a re  conceived  o f  a s  

a  s o r t  o f  p ic tu r in g ,  i t  i s  im p o ssib le  to  account f o r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  

c e r ta in  s t a t e s  o f a f f a i r s  p e rc e iv e d  a s  o b je c ts  o f  Im ag in a tio n  and p e r­

ce p tio n  a re  o f te n  p e rc e iv e d  a s  in d e te rm in a te ,

I  can im agine th e  face  o f  a  f re c k le d  f r ie n d  w ith o u t im agining  

any s p e c i f ic  number o f  f r e c k le s  on h is  face^  y e t  h o ld in g  th a t  "image" 

o f  my f r i e n d 's  fa c e  f irm ly  in  m ind, I  cannot w ith  c a r e fu l  a t t e n t io n  

count th e  number o f  f r e c k le s  on h i s  f a c e .  F o r, i f  I  were t o  p roceed  

t o  determ ine th e  number o f  f r e c k le s  on th e  im agined f a r e ,  th e  image I  

would th e n  be c o n s id e rin g  would, c o n tra ry  t o  th e  '" p ic tu r e - l ik e "  con­

ce p tio n  o f im ages, n o t be th e  same image a s  th e  o r ig in a l  one. I t  i s  

n o t th e  case t h a t  one m ight m om entarily  be u n ab le  t o  de term ine  how 

many f r e c k le s  an im agined face  h a s .  An e n t i t y  im agined a t  has and 

has no more th a n  p r e c is e ly  th o se  p r o p e r t ie s  which i t  i s  im agined a s  

hav ing  a t  T^. Imagined f a c e s  can have d e te rm in a te  o r in d e te rm in a te  

numbers o f  f r e c k le s ,  bu t th en  th e y  a r e . d i f f e r e n t  in s ta n c e s  o f  im agin­

in g .

When I  im agine my f r i e n d 's  f a c e ,  i f  I  do n o t a ls o  im agine the  

background behind  h i s  head , th e re  i s  no background to  th e  im agined 

f a c e .  Or, i f  I  im agine a  vaguely  g reen  background, t t e n  th e  back­

ground i s  vaguely  g reen . Im ages, i f  th e y  a re  tho u g h t o f  l i k e  p ic ­

tu r e s ,  would be d e te rm in a te . There a re  no vague, i n d e f in i t e ,  i n d i s ­

t i n c t  o r  u n s p e c if ic  d e t a i l s  o r  a re a s  In  a  p i c t u r e .  There may, o f  

co u rse , be d e t a i l s  In  a  p ic tu r e  t h a t  a re  d i f f i c u l t  to  a s s e s s ,  b u t t h i s

l6E .g . th e  case  o f  th e  sp eck led  hen, th e  p re c is e  number o f  
whose sp ec k le s  i s  n o t  p e rc e iv e d . See fo o tn o te  15, p .  151.
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i s  an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  m a tte r .  Even i f  hazy o r  con fused , th e  

d e t a i l s  o f  a  p ic tu r e  a re  p r e c is e  and d e f i n i t e .  (Though o f  co u rse  th e  

m ake-believe f a c t s  re p re s e n te d  in  a  p ic tu r e  co u ld  be in d e te rm in a te .

I f  on ly  one s id e  and a  p o r t io n  o f a n o th e r  o f  a  f r e c k le d  fa c e  i s  p ic ­

tu re d ,  th e  m ake-believe number o f f r e c k le s  on th e  h a lf-o b sc u re d  s id e

o f  th e  fa c e  i s  in d e te rm in a te . But th e  number o f  sp o ts  on th e  p o r tio n

o f th e  p ic tu r e  co rresp o n d in g  t o  th e  fu lly -e3q)osed  s id e  o f  th e  fa c e  i s

d e te rm in a te  w h ile , in  c o n t r a s t ,  th e  number o f f r e c k le s  on th e  exposed

s id e  o f  an  im agined fa c e  can be in d e te rm in a te .)  And i f  im ages a re  n o t 

d e te rm in a te , j u s t  a s  i f  th e y  cannot be s tu d ie d  i n  d e t a i l  ( a s  was n o ted  

in  [ i ] ) ,  th en  th e y  a re  n o t  in  any in fo rm a tiv e  se n se , re g a rd in g  im agin­

in g  and p e rc e p t io n s ,  " l ik e  p i c tu r e s . "

I  su g g est th a t  when we im agine a  f a c e ,  in s te a d  o f f ix in g  a  

p i c tu r e - l ik e  image in  th e  "m ind 's  e y e ,"  we become a t t e n t iv e  to  a  s e t  

o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  v e ry  l ik e  th o se  which occur in  o rd in a ry  p e r ­

cep tion*  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  whose ccrrespcaiden t p ro p o s i t io n s  

ex p re ss  th e  p r o p o s i t i  on a l co n ten t o f  (some o f)  our b e l i e f s  abou t th e  

a c tu a l  fa c e  which we a re  im ag in in g . The s e t s  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p i­

sodes which a c t s  o f  im agin ing  a re  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  a re  e i t h e r  con­

s c io u s ly  e n te r ta in e d  and b e lie v e d — a s  when I  t r y  to  im agine s t a t e  o f 

a f f a i r s  S—o r u n co n sc io u sly  e n te r ta in e d — a s  when I  in a d v e r te n t ly  begin  

to  daydream s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  S. P ro p o s it io n s  can d e te rm in a te ly  denote 

vague, in d e f in i t e  and u n s p e c if ic  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s ;  th e y  can a s c r ib e  a  

d e te rm in a te  o r  in d e te rm in a te  p ro p e r ty  to  an e n t i t y .  Whereas in  one 

in s ta n c e  o f im ag in ing  my f r i e n d 's  f a c e ,  th e re  i s  a  p r e p o s i t io n a l  e p i­

sode th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  which can become th e  f a c tu a l  r e f e r e n t  o f  my 

b e l i e f  th a t  my f r i e n d 's  fa c e  has many (an in d e te rm in a te  number o f)
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f r e c k le s ,  i n  a n o th e r  in s ta n c e  o f  im ag in ing  my f r i e n d 's  a c tu a l  f a c e ,  

th e re  can be a  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e  th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  which can become 

th e  f a c tu a l  r e f e r e n t  o f  my b e l i e f  t h a t  my f r i e n d 's  fa c e  h a s , sa y , s ix  

(a  s p e c i f ic  number o f)  f t e c k l e s .  Hence, im ag in ings can in v o lv e  vague 

a re a s  o r d e t a i l s  because th e y  a re  sim ply  s e t s  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p i­

so d es .

L ike im ag in in g s, o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n s  can in v o lv e  p e rc e p tio n s  
17o f vague f e a tu r e s ,  o r  o f  an absence o f  f e a tu r e s — such a s  no back­

ground f o r  a  p e rce iv e d  o b je c t—acco rd in g  t o  w hether a  p o s s ib le  su b se t 

o f  th e  s e t  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  which com prise th e  p e rc e p tio n  i s  

a c tu a l  and d en o tes  vague s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o r i s  q u ite  sim ply  la c k in g  

r e s p e c tin g  th e  d e te rm in a tim  o f c e r ta in  d e t a i l s  o f  a  p e rc e p tio n .

T his in d ic a te s  t h a t  p i c tu r e - l i k e  im ages a re  n o t  in v o lv ed  in  o rd in a ry  

p e rc e p tio n . F u r th e r ,  p o s s ib le  d e t a i l s  o f  a  p e rc e p tu a l  f i e l d —th a t  i s ,  

p o s s ib le  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t—in v o lv ed  in  an a c t  

o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  which a re  n o t  a c tu a l ly  p e rc e iv e d  d u rin g  

th a t  a c t  a re  no t i n  f a c t  d e t a i l s  o f  t h a t  p e rc e p tu a l  f i e l d  a t  t h a t  

moment. I . e .  th o se  p o s s ib le  d e t a i l s  o f th e  p e rc e p tu a l f i e l d  a re  n o t 

members o f  th e  s e t  o f  a c tu a l  c o n c ep tu a liz e d  p r o p o s i t i  on a l e p iso d e s  th e  

com plete s e t  o f  which f o r  any momentary a c t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  v i s - a - v i s  a  

s p e c i f ic  sense  com prise th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l f i e l d  o f  th a t  

sense a t  t h a t  moment. Were p i c tu r e - l i k e  im ages in v o lv ed  in  o rd in a ry  

p e rc e p tio n  th e n , a s  n o ted  in  ( i ) ,  th e y  cou ld  be s c ru t in iz e d  and

17In d e te rm in a te n e ss  in  sen so ry  p e rc e p tio n s  i s  n o t a  c o u n te r­
example a g a in s t  my p o s i t io n  th a t  a l l  p e rc e p tio n  i s  p e rc e p tio n  a s .  To 
p e rc e iv e  vague o r  in d e te rm in a te  f e a tu re s  o f  th e  o b je c ts  o f  our p ercep ­
t io n s  i s  to  p e rc e iv e  them a s ,  e . g . ,  co lo red  even though we a re  uncer­
t a i n  o f  th e  e x ac t shade o f  c o lo r  o r  a s  sp eck led  w hile  th e  p re c is e  num­
b e r o f  sp e ck le s  i s  n o t n o t ic e d .
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18s tu d ie d  in  d e t a i l .  A ll p o s s ib le  d e t a i l s  o f  a  p e rc e p tu a l  f i e l d  a re  

l i k e  pains*  i f  we a re  n o t (p e rh ap s  u n co n sc io u sly ) aware o f  them, th e y  

do n o t e x i s t .

( i i i )  There i s  a  v ic io u s  i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  in  th e  n o tio n  th a t  

im ag in ings or o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv e  a  p i c tu r e - l i k e  "im age," 

(T h is  i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  co u n ts  a g a in s t  a  p ic tu r in g  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  

im ag in ing  even i f  one r e j e c t s  th e  id e a  t h a t  o rd in a ry  sen se  p e rc e p tio n  

in v o lv e s  "im ages" o f t h i s  p i c tu r e - l i k e  ty p e .)  I f  we e x p la in  th e  p ro ­

c e s s  o f p e rc e p tio n  and im ag in ing  by means o f  p i c tu r e - l i k e  images (a s  

in te rm e d ia r ie s  in  th e  p e rc e p tio n  ca se ) which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  can s c ru ­

t i n i z e  f o r  d e t a i l s ,  by what means does th e  p e r c ip ie n t  become aware o f 

th e  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  "im age"? A nother "im age"?

I f  i t  i s  r e p l ie d  h e re  t h a t  th e  mind sim ply  " in s p e c ts "  th e  

im ages, th e n  why cannot th e  mind j u s t  a t te n d  to  th e  d e t a i l s  o f th e  

e x te r n a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  b e in g  p e rce iv e d  o r ,  f o r  im ag in ing , j u s t  

e n t e r t a in  a  s e t  o f  id e a s  which e x p re sse s  th e  " d e ta i l s "  o f  th e  image? 

In  b o th  c a se s  aw arenesses w i l l  be formed o f p ro p o s i t io n s  which a re  o r 

can become th e  s u b je c ts  o f  ( r e f l e c t i v e )  b e l i e f s .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  th e  

p o s tu la t io n  o f  a  p i c tu r e - l i k e  image does n o t  se rv e  any u n f u l f i l l e d

18We a re  m isled  i n to  th in k in g  t h a t  a l l  th e  m inute and m yriad 
d e t a i l  which we can become aware o f  in  our p e rc e p tu a l  f i e l d  i s  a lre a d y  
th e r e ,  a lre a d y  " p ic tu r e d ,"  and o n ly  aw a its  our c lo s e r  s c ru t in y  because 
we c o n f la te  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  and a c ts  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  c o n sc io u sn ess . 
Because w ith  sc ru p u lo u s  a t t e n t io n  d u rin g  a c t s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  consc ious­
n e s s  we can alw ays become aware o f  m inute d e t a i l s  o f  ou r senso ry  
f i e l d s  we f e e l  t h a t  we p re v io u s ly  p e rc e iv e d  th o se  d e t a i l s  and sim ply  
d id  n o t  a t te n d  to  them . A cts o f r e f l e c t i v e  con sc io u sn ess  a re  n o t 
i d e n t i c a l  t o  a c ts  of. u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc iousness and an a c t  o f  u n re ­
f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess  a t  ^  i s  n o t th e  same a c t  of. u n r e f le c t iv e  con­
s c io u sn e s s  which o ccu rred  a t  Tĵ  and w hich, remembered a t  T^, seems to  
p o s se s s , b u t u n n o tic e d , ths same d e t a i l s  a s  th e  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t  a t
II-
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e^qolanatory fu n c t io n .

R egarding  p e rc e p tio n  in  p a r t i c u la r ,  s c r u t in iz in g  th e  d e t a i l s

o f p i c tu r e - l i k e  im ages i s  no d i f f e r e n t  in  k in d  from a t te n d in g  to  th e

d e t a i l s  o f  th e  t a b l e ,  o r p a in t in g ,  in  f r o n t  o f  one* hence th e  a p p a ren t

advance in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f hav ing  moved from e x te rn a l

o b je c ts  to  m ental e n t i t i e s  i s  sp u r io u s . Im a g is tic  e x p la n a tio n s  o f

p e rc e p tio n , in  th e  p i c tu r e - l i k e  sen se  o f  " im age,"  do n o t e x p la in  th e

phenomenologicail means o f p e rc e p tio n . Such e x p la n a tio n s  o n ly  p ro v id e

an o th e r e n t i t y ,  th e  "im age,"  whose p e rc e p tio n , a s  much a s  t h a t  o f
19t a b le s  and p a in t in g s ,  needs t o  be e x p la in e d .

An image i s  a  lo g ic a l  c o n s tru c t  upon th e  s e ts  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  

ep iso d es  which a re  a c t s  o f  im agin ing  (o r  p e rc e p tio n  i f  a ie  ho lds t h a t  

we p e rce iv e  by means o f  im ag es). The p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  in v o lv ed  

in  im agin ing  r e a l  s t a t e s  o f  a i f f a i r s ,  l i k e  th o se  in v o lv ed  i n  percep ­

t io n ,  a re  e i t h e r  t r u e  o r faüLse, o r  p a r t i a l l y  t r u e  and p a r t i a l l y  f a ls e *  

f a l s e  in s o f a r  a s  one f a i l s  i n  a ttem p t to  im agine c o r r e c t ly  th e  a c tu a l  

f e a tu r e s  o f  an e n t i t y ;  o th erw ise  t r u e .  As a  lo g ic a l, c o n s tru c t ,  an

% i t h  th e  re d u c tio n  o f  a c ts  o f  im ag in ing  to  p ro p o s i t io n a l  
ep iso d e s  and th e  d is s o lu t io n  o f th e  n o tio n  t h a t  a  p i c tu r e - l i k e  "image" 
i s  in v o lv ed  i n  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n , i t  now becomes even c le a r e r  t h a t ,  
a s  d isc u sse d  a t  th e  end o f C hapter Two, w hatever c o n f l ic t  a r i s e s  
between th e  th e o lo g ic a l  and m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  d is c o u rse s  v i s - a - v i s  
c o rp o re a l v is io n s  a r i s e s  e q u a lly  w ith  re g a rd  t o  im aginary  v is io n s .  
A tte n p ts  to  d is t in g u is h  between th e  k ind  o f  phenomenologicail c o n te n t 
in  in s ta n c e s  o f  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n  and th e  "im ages" in v o lv ed  in  ima­
g in in g s  o r im ag inary  v is io n s  f a i l .  Whether o r  n o t one re g a rd s  th e  
fo rm er to  in v o lv e  im ages, th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  b o th  o r d i ­
n a ry  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  and im agin ings and th e  pseudo-im ag in ings o f ima­
g in a ry  v is io n s  c o n s is ts  in  s e t s  o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s . (T h e ir  
d if f e re n c e  i s  found i n  d i f f e r in g  m e ta -p ro p e r t ie s . Im ag in ings can be 
m anipu lated  a t  w i l l ;  the  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  o rd in a ry  and 
im aginary  v is io n  a c t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  can n o t, e t c . )  W hatever p ro p o s i­
t i o n a l  ep iso d e s  m ight be in v o lv ed  in  an im ag inary  v is io n ,  exaw tly  
s im i la r  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d es  cou ld  be in v o lv ed  in  a  corpOTeal 
v is io n .
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image p ro v id e s  u n i ty  and c o n t in u i ty  to  th e  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  o f  

ex p erien ce  and, a s  a  lo g ic a l  c o n s tru c t ,  i t  i s  o n ly  farm ed d u r in g  

s t a t e s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn e ss . I t  i s  th e  u n i ty  and th e  appear­

ance o f  c o n t in u i ty  p rov ided  by th e  im p o sitio n  o f  th e  l o g i c a l  c o n s tru c t  

o f  an image on th e  s e ts  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  which a re  a c t s  o f  

im agin ing  (o r  p e rc e p tio n )  which g iv e  us th e  f a l s e  se n se  th a t  th e r e  a re  

f u r th e r  d e t a i l s  to  an im age. They give u s  th e  f a l s e  sen se  t h a t  th e r e  

a re  f u r th e r  d e t a i l s ,  which we can in s p e c t  t h r o u ^  in c re a s e d  a t t e n ­

t iv e n e s s ,  which a re  a d d i t io n a l  t o  and f i l l  o u t th e  r e s t  o f  th e  " p ic ­

tu r e "  f o r  th o se  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  which a re  in  f a c t  th e  t o t a l i t y
20o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  a c t  o f im agin ing  (o r  p e r c e p t io n ) .

I t  m ight be o b jec te d  h e re  th a t  th e  c o n te n ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  a re  

n o t alw ays c o n cep tu a lized —more s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h a t  th e  phenom enological 

c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l a o ts  cannot always be p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s— 

because th e re  i s  a  p e r f e c t ly  o rd in a ry  sense  o f  p e rc e p tio n  v e rb s  in  

which th e y  denote  p u re ly  p h y s ic a l ,  non-m ental and hence p r e -

As I  r e a d  him, D aniel D ennett draws a  s im i la r  d i s t i n c t io n  
between images and " p ic tu re s "  in  C ontent and C onsciousness (New York, 
1969) ,  p p . 135 f b y  c a l l in g  im agin ing  " d e p ic t io n a l"  o r  " d e s c r ip -  
t i o n a l "  and "n o t p i c t o r i a l . "

I f  one i s  in c l in e d  to  d ism iss  t h i s  a n a ly s is  o f  p e rc e p tio n  
because o f  a  f e e l in g  t h a t  e p iso d ic  s t a t e s  o f co n sc io u sn ess  o f  propo­
s i t i o n s ,  no m a tte r  how r a p id ly  re p la c e d  by t h e i r  s u c c e s s o rs , cou ld  
n o t ,  a s  a  p ic tu r e - l ik e  e n t i t y  co u ld , convey th e  p le th o r a  o f  in fo rm a­
t io n  which we co u ld  p o te n t i a l ly  a s s im ila te  d u rin g  p e rc e p tio n , ( i )  I  
su g g est t h a t  we ten d  to  g ro s s ly  o v e restim a te  th e  amount o f  in fo rm a­
t io n  made a v a i la b le  by an a c t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  and ( i i )  i n  any e v e n t ,  i t  
i s  in t e r e s t i n g  and perhaps h e lp fu l  in  t h i s  re g a rd  t o  n o te  t h a t ,  I  tak e  
i t ,  by re a d in g  we can more r e a d i ly  a s s im ila te  in fo rm a tio n  which has 
a lre a d y  been p u t in  th e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  form  o f se n te n c e s  th an  we can 
a s s im ila te  in fo rm atio n  p re se n te d  n o n -p ro p o s itio n a lly  i n  a  movie o r v ia  
t e l e v i s io n .
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i n t e l l e c t u a l ,  o p e ra t io n s .  For in s ta n c e  we sa y , "He m ust have seen 

your hook. I t  was i n  p la in  s ig h t  ( i . e .  r i g h t  in  f r o n t  o f  h i s  eyes) 

when he was se a rc h in g  th e  desk  to p ,"  meaning n o th in g  more th a n  t h a t ,  

g iven  norm al l i # i t  c o n d it io n s , e t c . ,  and g iven  t h a t  h i s  ey es  (o p tic  

n e rv e , e t c . )  were i n  normal w orking o rd e r  and t h a t  he was u s in g  them, 

our se a rc h e r  must have s e t  eyes on th e  book and must have v i s u a l ly  

d is c r im in a te d  i t  from  i t s  env ironm ent. U nexcep tional in s ta n c e s  o f 

p e rc e p tio n  such a s  th e s e ,  i t  i s  su g g ested , l o g i c a l ly  p resuppose no 

p o sse ss io n  o f  p a r t i c u la r  co n cep ts  ( a  p r im it iv e  a b o r ig in e  un acq u ain ted  

w ith  books m ight be our s e a r c h e r ) .  They p resuppose no r e c o g n it io n  o r 

even n o t ic in g  o f th e  o b je c t  in  q u e s tio n . Hence, i t  i s  su g g ested , 

in s ta n c e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f  t h i s  s o r t  a re  p re -c o n c e p tu a liz a t io n  and 

o u ts id e  th e  p a le  o f  th o se  p e rc e p tio n s  which th e  mind does o rd e r .

In  S eeing  and Knowing. F red  D retske r e f e r s  t o  t h i s  hypo the-
21s iz e d  s o r t  o f  v is u a l  p e rc e p tio n  a s  "n o n -ep is tem ic  s e e in g ."  Funda- 

mentsü.ly, D retske d e s ig n a te s  "n o n -ep is tem ic  see in g "  a s  a  ty p e  o f  see­

in g  which e n t a i l s  no p o s i t iv e  b e l i e f  c o n te n t .  S ince p e rc e iv in g  i s  n o t 

i d e n t i c a l  w ith  b e l i e f  a c q u is i t io n ,  th e re  w i l l  be many in s ta n c e s  o f 

p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  which w i l l  n o t  in v o lv e  

a c q u ir in g  b e l i e f s  and we m ight w e ll group th e s e  i n to  a  ty p e . However, 

I  th in k  D retske i s  m istaken  in  th e  s tro n g e r  c la im  which he makes in

F red  D re tsk e , S eeing  and I&iowing (C hicago, 1969), PP» 20 -30 . 
I n  "Seeing" ( r e p r .  i n  P e rc e iv in g , Sensing  and Knowing, e d . R obert J ,  
Sw artz [G arden C i ty , . N .Y ., 1965J, PP» 4-9-67), G. J .  tfam ock h o ld s  a  
s im i la r  p o s it io n s

As lo n g  a s  th e re  i s  re a so n  t o  h o ld  t h a t  I  . ,  . " s e t  eyes 
on" th e  man who i s  in  f a c t  Lloyd George, th en  th e r e  i s  
rea so n  t o  say t h a t  I  saw him, even though I  th e n  n e i th e r  
made, n o r  cou ld  have made, any judgment a t  a l l ,  e i t h e r  
r i g h t  o r  wrong, about who o r what i t  was t h a t  I  saw. (p .  52)
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c h a ra c te r iz in g  "n o n -ep is tem ic  see in g "  t h a t  " ig n o ran ce  o f  x  does n o t
22im p a ir  o n e 's  v is io n  o f  x ,"  and th a t  i f  we " s t r i p  away from a  g iven  

p e rc e p tu a l a c t  a l l  th e  a c c re t io n s  [ e . g .  b e l i e f s ,  h a b i tu a l  p a t te r n s  o f  

in fe re n c e ]  due to  p a s t  ex p erien ce  . . .  [we a re  l e f t  w ith ]  a s  th e  sen­

so ry  co re  o r  th e  d i r e c t l y  g iv en , p r e c is e ly  th e  same plump ju ic y  tom ato 

w ith  which we b e g a n . T h u s  in  d e l in e a t in g  th e  n o tio n  o f  a  ty p e  o f  

s ee in g  which e n t a i l s  no b e l i e f  c o n te n t he su g g e s ts  t h a t  none o f  our 

b e l i e f s  (o r  o th e r  p o r tio n s  o f  our co n cep tu a l schem as) a f f e c t  th e  con­

t e n t  o f  t h i s  s o r t  o f  p e rc e p tu a l a c t  and t h a t  th e re  i s  a  "pu re"  sen so ry  

co re  which i s  th e  c o n te n t o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t .  D retske  need n o t 

pu rsue t h i s  l i n e  o f  re a so n in g  to  c o u n te r  th e  d e n ia l  th a t  th e re  a re  

in s ta n c e s  o f  se e in g  a p a r t  from th e  a c q u is i t io n  o f  b e l i e f s .  F o r , a s  I  

have a ttem p ted  to  a rg u e , i t  i s  t ru e  b o th  th a t  th e re  a re  in s ta n c e s  o f  

s e e in g  (and o th e r  ty p e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n )  which do n o t in v o lv e  th e  acq u i­

s i t i o n  o f b e l i e f  and th a t  th e  mind r a d i c a l l y  c o n c e p tu a liz e s  a l l  p e r ­

c e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e .

C e n tra l ly ,  I  d i f f e r  w ith  D re tske  by c la im in g  th a t  v is u a l  d i s ­

c r im in a tio n , a s  w e ll a s  th e  o th e r  s o r t s  o f  p e rc e p tu a l  d is c r im in a tio n , 

i s  th e  mark o f  th e  m in d 's  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  o f  ex p erien ce  and, a s  

such , cannot be th e  essence o f  a  k ind  o f  "n o n -ep is tem ic  see in g "  which 

o ccu rs  a p a r t  from th e  c o n c e p tu a liz in g  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  m ind. The sen­

so ry  COM—th e  u n in te rp re te d ,  un judged, u n in fe r re d  phenom enological 

c o n te n t— o f th e  s p e c i f i c  ex p erien ce  he c i t e s  m ight be a  "plump ju ic y  

to m a to ."  But plum pness, ju i c in e s s ,  tom atohood, u n i f ie d  p h y s ic a l

22D re tsk e , S eeing  and lûxowing, p .  8 ,

^ % b id . ,  p .  75 .
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o b je c t ,  a re  a l l  e q u a lly  co n c e p tu a liz e d  c o n te n ts  o f  e x p e r ie n c e . The 

ex p erien ce  o f  th e  tom ato co u ld  even have been an  u n r e f le c t iv e  p ercep ­

t io n  o f a  d i s c r e t e  r e d  p a tc h  o r j u s t  a  " so m e th in g ,"  b u t th e s e  would 

s t i l l  be cCTiceptualized e x p e r ie n c e s .

M oreover, D re tsk e  h as  d is t in g u is h e d  a  p a r a s i t i c  r a t h e r  th an  a  

c e n t r a l  usage o f  " s e e ,"  w ith  th e  n o tio n  o f  a  "n o n -e p is tem ic  se e in g "  a s  

a  see in g  which in v o lv e s  o n ly  s e t t i n g  o n e 's  ey es  on th e  "p e rc e iv e d "  

o b je c t .  I t  i s  t r u e  th a t  we sometimes u se  " se e "  i n  t h i s  s e n se , b u t 

t h a t  usage d e r iv e s  i t s  meaning from  th e  c e n t r a l  in s ta n c e s  o f  s e e in g  

where th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t  i s  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  a  d i s -  

c r im in a b le . though p e rh ap s  n o t c o n sc io u s ly  d is c r im in a te d , d i s c r e te  

e n t i t y  in  th e  u n in te rp re te d  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l  

e x p e rie n c e . C onsider W it tg e n s te in 's  d u c k - ra b b it  f ig u r e .  Now i t  i s  

seen  a s  a  s e t  o f  l i n e s ,  now as  W it tg e n s te in 's  d u c k - ra b b it ,  now a s  a  

duck, now a s  a  r a b b i t .  Each i s  a  c o n c e p tu a liz e d  ex p e rien ce  and each 

c o n c e p tu a liz ed  ex p erien ce  a t  th e  moment o f  i t s  occu rrence  u s u a lly  

re p la c e s  and p re c lu d e s  th e  o th e r s .  And we m ight say , f o r  exam ple, " I  

saw the  d u c k - ra b b it ,  b u t I  d id  n o t  r e a l l y  see  i t ,  I  on ly  saw a  draw­

in g  o f  a  r a b b i t ,  (L a te r  I  le a rn e d  i t  was W it tg e n s te in 's  d u c k -ra b b it  

draw ing t h a t  I  was lo o k in g  a t . ) "  What can we p o s s ib ly  mean by such 

e x p re ss io n s  ex cep t t h a t  t o  see X i s  t o  see  X a s  som eth ing . M erely to  

r e s t  o n e 's  eyes on an o b je c t  i s  t o  see  i t  o n ly  in  an ex ten d ed , p a r a s i ­

t i c  s e n se .

We have a n o th e r , unambiguous lo c u t io n  t o  mark th e  u se  o f  " se e "

which D retske  c a l l s  " n o n -e p is te m ic ."  We can ( r e a l l y )  see o b je c ts  and
24e v e n ts , o r  on ly  lo o k  a t  them . We can lo o k  a t  o b je c ts  and e v e n ts

There i s  some in d ic a t io n  in  h i s  own w r i t in g  t h a t  " lo o k  a t "
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a p a r t  from any i n t e l l e c t u a l  a c t i v i t y  o f  th e  m ind. To see an  o b je c t  

o r  e v e n t, o r  in  g e n e ra l g en u in e ly  t o  p e rc e iv e  an o b je c t  o r  e v e n t, i t  

must be p e rc e iv e d  a s  som ething—th a t  i s ,  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t 

o f  th e  ex p erien ce  m ust be c o n c e p tu a liz e d . W hatever i s  in  our sen so ry  

f i e l d — e , g , i t  i s  lo c a te d  in  f r o n t  o f  u s ,  i s  o f  medium s iz e ,  e t c . -  

b u t i s  n o t th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  a  s e t  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  composing 

p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  a  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e , i s  

n o t a c tu a l ly  se e n , though th e  p e r c ip ie n t  may be lo o k in g  a t  i t .  Thus, 

we can m ean in g fu lly  say , "H e 's  lo o k in g  a t  X, b u t he has n o t seen i t  

y e t , "  Here we mean t h a t  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  has n o t  y e t  d isc r im in a te d  X 

a s  som ething (and u s u a l ly  we mean a s  X ),

For P t o  u n r e f l e c t iv e ly  see X &t T^, a s  opposed t o  lo o k in g  a t  

X, i s  t o  say  th a t  had P r e f l e c t e d  a t  Tj^, P cou ld  have become con­

s c io u s ly  aware a t  T^ t h a t  he was ( i t  would seem to  him) ob serv in g  

som ething a s  Y, where Y i s  what X looked  l i k e  to  P a t  T^« F or an 

o b je c t  o r  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  t o  lo o k  l i k e  som ething t o  a  p e r c ip ie n t  i s  

f o r  h i s  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e rien ce  o f  t h a t  o b je c t  o r  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  t o  be 

c o n c e p tu a liz e d . Hence two p e r c ip ie n t s  could  look  a t  (what we would 

re g a rd  a s )  th e  same o b je c t ,  s a y  what we would re g a rd  a s  an a i r p la n e ,  

and see  two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s .  They m ight s e e , e . g , ,  an a irp la n e  and a  

an  u n id e n t i f ie d  f ly in g  o b je c t ,  i f  one does n o t  p o sse ss  th e  concept 

" a irp la n e "  which th e  o th e r  p o s se s se s  and w ith  which h is  mind concep­

t u a l i z e s  h is  e x p e r ie n c e . T h e re fo re , I  f e e l  t h a t  D re tske  i s  m istaken 

b o th  i n  im ply ing  t h a t  p e rc e p tu a l  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  i s  n o t c o n c e p tu a l-

i s  th e  sen se  o f  " see "  which D retske i s  i s o l a t i n g .  For he a l t e r n a t e s  
between "se e ” and " lo o k  a t "  t o  denote th e  same a c t ,  (See D re tsk e , 
S eeing  and Knowing, p ,  4 3 ,)
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i z a t io n  and in  h o ld in g  t h a t  i f  a  p e r c ip ie n t ,  under norm al c o n d it io n s ,  

lo o k s a t  a  v i s u a l ly  p e r c e p t ib le  o b je c t ,  he th e reb y  se e s  t h a t  o b je c t  in  

th e  sen se  o f  v i s u a l ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  i t .  On th e  view  p re se n te d  h e re , 

t o  see i s  to  be o c c u r re n tly  conscious o f  a  c o n c e p tu a liz e d  phenomeno­

lo g ic a l  c o n te n t o f  v is u a l  ex p erien ce  and f o r  th e  mind to  c o n c e p tu a liz e  

ex p e rien ce  in  t h i s  manner in v o lv e s  more th a n  m erely to  lo o k  a t  some­

th in g ,  E xc lu d in g , th e n , " lo o k in g  a t "  a s  a  type o f  genuine p e rc e p tu a l  

e x p e r ie n c e , "n o n -e p is tem ic  see in g "  o r " lo o k in g  a t "  w i l l  n o t denote 

e x c e p tio n s  to  th e  p o s i t io n  th a t  a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema 

o rd e rs  a l l  o f  h i s  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e s ,

VI

In  R e lig io n  and S c ien ce , B e rtran d  R u s se ll  n o te s  t h i s  problem ­

a t i c  f e a tu re  o f  mysticeuL e x p e rie n c es  in  h i s  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  c r e d i ­

b i l i t y  o f  m y stic  c la im si

C a th o lic s , b u t n o t P r o te s ta n t s ,  may have v is io n s  in  which 
th e  V irg in  a p p e a rs ; C h r is t ia n s  and Mohammedans, b u t n o t 
B u d d h is ts , may have g re a t  t r u t h s  re v e a le d  to  them by th e  
A rchangel G a b rie l , ,  , 25

We a re  now in  a  p o s i t io n  t o  see why m y stic s  ten d  i n  t h e i r  v is io n s ,  

where v is io n  r u l e s  a re  n o t  o p e ra t iv e ,  t o  see  e n t i t i e s  which accord  

w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s ,  e n t i t i e s  which a re  r e l ig io n  s p e c i f ic  t o  th e  

m y s t ic 's  own r e l ig io n  ; we w i l l  th e n  be a b le  to  say  som ething in  Chap­

t e r  S ix  about th e  do u b ts  t h a t  R u s se ll  and o th e rs  have had abou t th e  

c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  such e x p e r ie n c e s .

I n  S ee ing  and I&iowing, D retske  i s  ccaicem ed th a t  i f  th e re  were 

no n o n -ep is tem ic  way o f  se e in g  th e n  p e r c ip ie n ts  w ith  " r a d ic a l ly  d i f -

^^B ertran d  R u s s e l l ,  R e lig io n  and Science (London, 1935) P» 180»
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f e r e n t  b e lie fs* '^ ^  cou ld  n o t see th e  same th in g s .  His concern i s  w e ll-  

founded . P e r c ip ie n ts  who, in  h i s  te rm s, "d iv e rg e  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  in  

co n cep tu a l o r ie n ta t io n "  cannot p e rc e iv e  th e  same th in g s .  This i s  p re ­

c i s e ly  b ecause , w h ile  th e r e  a re  n o n - b e l ie f - a c q u is i t io n a l  in s ta n c e s  o f 

p e rc e iv in g , what a  p e r c ip ie n t  p e rc e iv e s  i n  any in s ta n c e  o f  p e rc e iv in g  

i s  im p o rta n tly  determ ined  by h is  co n cep tu a l schema—by h i s  p a s t  

" i n t e l l e c t u a l  l i f e "  in  th e  form o f  the  b e l i e f s ,  co n c e p ts , a n t ic ip a ­

t i o n s ,  d i s p o s i t io n s  to  make c e r ta in  in fe re n c e s ,  e t c . ,  a lre a d y  ac q u ired  

by th e  p e r c ip ie n t .  I f  my p o s i t io n  th a t  th e re  i s  no "n o n -ep is tem ic"  

way o f  s e e in g  i s  a cc e p te d , th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  a l l  o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  of 

m y s tic s , j u s t  l i k e  t h a t  o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f any o th e r  p e r c ip ie n t ,  

w i l l  depend on th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  m ystics*  co n cep tu a l 

schem as. S ince a l l  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p e rien ce  i s  c o n c e p tu a liz e d  by th e  

mind, eveiry p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  m y s tic , which i s  more th an  a  mere d i s ­

c r im in a tio n  o f  an e n t i t y  a s  a  "som ething" in  c o n tr a s t  t o  th e  w orld , 

w i l l  be a  p e rc e p tio n  o f som ething a s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  o b je c t  o r  s t a t e  o f 

a f f a i r s .  And what p a r t i c u la r  o b je c ts  o r  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  th e  m y stic  

w i l l  see  som ething a s  i s  im p o rta n tly  determ ined  by th e  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e  o f  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema.

What e x te r n a l  o b je c ts  o r  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  a re  seen  as  i s  a  

fu n c tio n  o f  th e  m y s t ic 's  co n cep tu a l schema ( l )  in s o f a r  a s  th e  g e n e ra l 

l i m i t s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema l im i t  h is  

p o s s ib le  p e rc e p tio n s  and (2 ) in s o f a r  a s  th e  concep tua l s t r u c tu r e  o f  

h i s  co n cep tu a l schema i s  such t h a t  f o r  c e r ta in  " o u tp u ts"  o f  th e  phy­

s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s , h i s  co n cep tu a l schema o rd e rs

^^D retske , S eeing  and lüiowing, p ,  76 .
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t h a t  " o u tp u t"  a s  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  som ething a s  X (where X i s  some

p a r t i c u l a r ) ,  ( l )  can be e x p la in e d  more f u l l y  a s  fo llo w s . F i r s t ,

what i s  d e l im ite d  a s  lo g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le  by th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f

th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema w i l l  l i m i t  h i s  p o s s ib le  e x p e r ie n c e ,
27Second, s in c e  th e  m in d 's  o rd e r in g  o f  ex p erien ce  i s  a  p r i o r i ,  i f  a  

p e r c ip ie n t ,  P , does n o t a t  T p o s se s s  a  co n cep t, "G ," d en o tin g  a  c la s s  

o f  e n t i t i e s ,  C 's ,  P canno t a t  T ex p erien ce  som ething a s  C. G a ll E 

th e  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n c e p tu a liz ed  momentary ex p e rien ce  which i s  P 's  acq u i­

s i t i o n  o f  "C ."  E cannot a f f e c t  P 's  ex p erien ce  a t  T i f  E occu rs  a t  o r

subsequen t to  T,

M y stic s , th e n , te n d  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u l e s  a re  

n o t o p e ra tiv e  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  which acco rd  w ith  t h e i r  e3cpecta— 

t io n s  b ecau se , l i k e  any o rd in a ry  p e r c ip ie n t ,  t h e i r  b e l i e f s  about what 

th e y  can ex p ec t to  ex p e rie n c e , t h e i r  co n cep ts , t h e i r  d is p o s i t io n s  to  

make c e r t a in  in fe re n c e s — in  s h o r t  t h e i r  c o n cep tu a l schemas—w i l l  l im i t  

and o rd e r  t h e i r  e x p e r ie n c e s . There a re  no "pure p r e s e n ta t io n s ,"  in d e ­

pendent o f  th e  m in d 's  a c t i v i t y ,  which a re  th e  c o n te n t o f  u n re f le c t iv e  

a c ts  o f  p e rc e p tu a l  aw areness. A m ystic  who does n o t p o sse ss  th e  con­

c e p t o f  th e  V irg in  Mary w i l l  n o t  p e rc e iv e  an e n t i t y  in  a  p e rc e iv e d  

v is io n  a s  th e  V irg in  Mary; one who does p o sse ss  t h i s  concep t can p e r­

c e iv e  an e n t i t y  in  h is  v is io n  aa  th e  V irg in  Mary. F a r th e r ,  two mys­

t i c s  who a r e ,  f o r  exam ple, lo o k in g  a t  th e  same e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  

a f f a i r s ,  cou ld  see d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  g iv en  a p p ro p ria te  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  

t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schem as. A G h r is t ia n  m ystic  m ight s e e . In a  perceivBd 

v is io n  n o t in v o lv in g  v is io n  r u l e s ,  G h r is t  a s  God w hile  a  S u fi m y stic , 

who was unaware o f  th e  G h r is t ia n  n o tio n  o f th e  d iv in i ty  o f  G h r is t ,  

^^See p .  136.
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lo o k in g  a t  th e  same e x te rn a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  com prising  th e  p e rc e iv e d  

v is io n  could m erely  see  a  g r e a t  p ro p h e t. T his i s  no d i f f e r e n t  in  k ind 

from th e  f a c t  t h a t  whereas you o r I  m ight lo o k  a t  an a i ip la n e  and see 

i t  a s  an a i r p la n e ,  an a b o rig in e  who does n o t p o sse s s  th e  concep t " a i r ­

p la n e "  may sim ply  see i t  a s  a  f ly in g  o b je c t  o r  a  la rg e  b i r d  (and he 

cannot see i t ,  g iven  h i s  p re s e n t  co n cep tu a l schema, a s  an a i r p la n e ) .

As we have seen in  C hapter T hree, in  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n s  in  

which v is io n  r u le s  a re  o p e ra t iv e ,  th e  game o f  v is io n  r u le s  in  which 

th e  p e r c ip ie n t  p a r t i c ip a te s  form s a  p o r tio n  o f th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  

p e r c ip i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema which g r e a t ly  o rd e rs  h is  p e rc e p tio n s .  

O ther p o r tio n s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f h is  co n cep tu a l schema, 

though , w il l  o rd e r  th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  h i s  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se -re c e p tio n  

p ro c e sse s  such th a t  he l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e s  X (from  which, to g e th e r  

w ith  th e  o p e ra tiv e  v is io n  r u l e s ,  i t  i s  a  v is io n a ry  t r u t h  t h a t  he p e r­

c e iv e s  Y ). A lso , a s  n o ted  in  C hapter T hree, th e  use  o f  d i f f e r e n t  

v is io n  r u le s — j u s t  a s ,  f o r  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tio n s ,  d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e s  in  two p e r c ip ie n t s ' co n cep tu a l schemas— w il l  r e s u l t  in  two 

p e rc ip ie n ts  p e rc e iv in g  th e  same phenomenon b u t p e rc e iv in g  i t  a s  two 

d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  (a s  two d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  o f  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s ) .

In  f a c t ,  a lth o u g h  i t  i s  s p a rs e , th e re  i s  some re c o g n it io n  in  

th e  m ystic  l i t e r a t u r e  o f  t h i s  e f f e c t  which th e  m y s t ic 's  p a s t  " i n t e l ­

l e c tu a l  l i f e "  has on h i s  p e rc e p tio n s .  The Zohar says about a  form in  

which God appeared  th a t*

Even th a t  s im il i tu d e  was a  semblance o f  th e  Holy One . . . 
n o t a s  he i s  in  h i s  very  p la c e  . . .  b u t a s  th e  King mani­
f e s t in g  h i s  m ight o f  dominion over h i s  e n t i r e  c r e a t io n ,  and 
th u s  ap p earin g  to  each one o f  h is  c r e a tu re s  a s  each can 
grsisp him .2b

28Z ohar. p .  77 ( i t a l i c s  m ine).
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A s t r i k i n g l y  s im i la r  id e a  i s  ex p re ssed  by th e  Moslem m y stic  I  bn a l -

A rabi re g a rd in g  th e  B e a t i f i c  V ision*

In  th e  B e a t i f ic  V ision  God m a n ife s ts  H im self t o  th e  e l e c t  
in  a  g e n e ra l ep iphany  w hich, n e v e r th e le s s ,  assum es v a r io u s  
form s co rresp o n d in g  t o  th e  m ental co n cep tio n s  o f  God farm ed 
by th e  f a i t h f u l  on e a r th .  There i s . th e n , one s in g le  e p i ­
phany. which i s  m u ltip le  o n ly  by rea so n  o f  th e  d if f e r e n c e  o f
form s by which i t  i s  r e c e iv e d .  . . . each  e x p e r ie n c in g  th e  
V is io n  acco rd in g  t o  th e  k n o w led ^  o f  th e  D ivine dogma o r 
dogmas g a ined  by him on e a r t h . 2$

And in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  l i t e r a t u r e ,  Maimonides says t h a t  p rophesy  i s

" a  p e r fe c t io n  a c q u ire d  in  a  dream o r a  v is io n "  and th en  goes on to

d e c la re  th a t*

A p erso n  must s a t i s f y  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n d itio n s  b e fo re  he 
can become a  p ro p h e t . . . [among which he in c lu d e s  t h a t ]  
h i s  th o u g h ts  m ust be engaged in  l o f t y  m a t te r s ; h i s  a t t e n t io n  
d i r e c te d  to  th e  knowledge o f  God, th e  c o n s id e ra tio n  o f  H is 
w orks, and o f  t h a t  which he m ust b e l ie v e  in  t h i s  r e s p e c t .
. . .  A man who s a t i s f i e s  th e se  c o n d itio n s  . . .  w i l l  un­
d o u b ted ly  p e rc e iv e  n o th in g  b u t th in g s  very  e x tr a o rd in a ry  and 
d iv in e ,  and see  n o th in g  b u t God and His a n g e l s .30

However, a lth o u g h  th e  m in d 's  r a d i c a l  c o n c e p tu a liz a t io n  o f  «11

29̂ Miguel A sin P a la c io ,  Is lam  and th e  D ivine Comedy (London, 
1926) ,  c i t e d  in  W alter S ta c e , The T eachings o f  th e  M ystics (New York, 
i 960) ,  p p . 212-213  ( i t a l i c s  mineTI

^^Malmonides, G uide, P t .  I I ,  Ch. 3 6 .
A pplying Scholem*s p o in t  t o  th e  c o n te n t o f  m y s tic a l e ;g )e r i-  

e n c e s , we can ag ree  w ith  Gerschom Scholem 's g e n e ra l p o in t  th a t*
The outw ard form s o f  m y s tic a l r e l ig io n  w ith in  th e  o r b i t  o f  
a  g iv en  r e l ig io n  a re  t o  a  la rg e  e x te n t  shaped by th e  p o s i­
t i v e  co n te n t and v a lu e s  rec o g n ize d  and g lo r i f i e d  in  t h a t  r e l i ­
g io n . We c an n o t, th e r e f o r e ,  ex p ec t th e  physiognomy o f  Jew ish  
m ysticism  t o  be th e  same a s  t h a t  o f  C a th o lic  m y stic ism , Ana- 
b ap tism  o r  Moslem Sufisra. The p a r t i c u la r  a s p e c ts  o f  C h r is t ia n  
m ystic ism , which a re  connected  w ith  th e  p erso n  o f  th e  S av iou r 
and m ed ia to r between God and man, th e  m y s tic a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o f  th e  P assio n  o f  C h r is t ,  which i s  re p e a te d  i n  th e  p e rso n a l 
ex p erien ce  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l— a l l  t h i s  i s  fo re ig n  to  Judaism , 
and a l s o  to  i t s  m y s tic s . T h e ir  id e a s  p roceed  from  th e  con­
c e p ts  and v a lu e s  p e c u l ia r  t o  Judaism  . . . (Scholem , Jew ish  
M ysticism , p .  lO)
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p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  e x p la in s  why m y stic s  te n d  t o  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  

w hich acco rd  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s ,  s u re ly ,  i t  can be o b je c te d , 

t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  cannot a l l  be t r u e .  I t  would seem t h a t  th ey  cannot 

a l l  be t r u e  because two m y stic s  can p e rc e iv e  th e  same e x te r n a l  pheno­

menon two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  and becau se , w hile  p e rc e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  

phenomena, th e  o n to lo g ic a l  f a c t s  suppcarted by d i f f e r e n t  m ystics*  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  (a p p a re n tly )  would be c o n tr a d ic to ry .  T h is q u e s tio n  must be 

l e f t  to  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r  o f  t h i s  e s sa y ,

VII

I n  The G races o f  I n t e r i o r  P ra y e r , Anton P o u la in  w o rrie s  abou t 

th e  q u e s tio n .

By what r i g h t  i s  t h i s  God, o r  r a t h e r  t h i s  confused  vague, 
in e x p re s sa b le  r e a l i t y  , , , i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  one o r a n o th e r  
o f  th e  p r e - e x i s t in g  co n cep tio n s  o f  th e  d iv in i ty ?  How, to  
be e x a c t ,  do co n tem p la tiv e  C a th o lic s  know t h a t  i t  i s  th e  
God o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  t r a d i t i o n  and n o t t h a t  o f  th e  B u d d h is ts , 
o r  P a n th e is t s ,  o r  one o f  th o se  d e i t i e s  o f  whom v a r io u s  p h i­
lo so p h e rs  have dreamed?

We now know why m y stic s  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  e n t i t i e s  

w hich acco rd  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  But when, say , I s a i a h  c la im s 

t o  see God, cou ld  th e r e  be any s t r u c t u r a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  h i s  p e rc e p tio n  

which would g ive  him any re a so n a b le  c e r t i tu d e  o f  hav ing  rec o g n ize d  

God? I s  n o t  h is  c la im  th a t  he h a s  ex p erien ced  God ju s t  an  in te r p r e ­

t a t i o n  o f  h i s  ex p erien ce?  W alter S tace  i n s i s t s  i n  The Teachings o f  

th e  M ystics (he i s  ta lk in g  about non-sensuous e x p e r ie n c e s ) ,  t h a t  i t  

i s  im p o rtan t to  d is t in g u is h  th e  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  an ex p erien ce  from  

th e  ex p erien ce  i t s e l f  and he s t a t e s  th a t*

The u n d i f f e r e n t ia te d  u n i ty  i s  in te r p r e te d  by E ckhart and 
Ruysbroeck in  te rm s o f  th e  T r in i t a r i a n  concep tion  o f  God, 
b u t tgr th e  I s la m ic  m y stic s  a s  th e  U n ita r ia n  God o f  Is la m ,
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and by th e  le a d in g  schoo l o f  th e  V e d a n tis ts  a s  a  more 
im personal a b s o lu te .

Why suppose , f o r  exam ple, t h a t  th e  I s la m ic  m y stic s  a re  in te r p r e t in g  

and n o t j u s t  d e s c r ib in g  t h e i r  e x p e rien c e s?  The g e n e ra l problem s 

r a i s e d  by th e se  q u e s tio n s  m ust be answ ered b efo re  an answer can be 

g iv en — a  ta s k  beyond th e  scope o f  t h i s  e s sa y —to  w hether o r  n o t  mys­

t i c s  cou ld  o r do know th a t  th e  e n t i t i e s  i n  t h e i r  v is io n s  a re  th e  

e n t i t i e s  which th e y  c la im  to  p e rc e iv e . In  o rd e r t o  d is t in g u is h  th e  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  a  m y s tic a l ex p e rien ce  from  th e  ex p erien ce  i n  i t s e l f  

a s  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  som ething ^  som ething , i t  w i l l  be n e ce ssa ry  to  

f u r th e r  ana ly ze  th e  n o tio n  o f  a  "pu re"  u n co n cep tu a lized  e lem ent in  

sen se  e x p e rie n c e ,

C. I ,  Lew is, who h o ld s  a  view s im i la r  to  t h a t  p re se n te d  here 

o f  th e  r o le  in  p e rc e p tio n  o f  our co n cep tu a l schemas (though he does 

n o t c a l l  them t h a t ) ,  d e s c r ib e s  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  a s  fo llo w s  *

There a re  in  ex p erien ce  th e se  two e lem en ts , som ething 
g iven  and th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o r c o n s tru c tio n  p u t  upon i t ,
, , , th e  c r i t e r i a  o f g iv en n ess  [ a r e ]  , , , f i r s t ,  i t s  
s p e c i f i c  sensuous o r f e e l in g - c h a r a c te r , and second , th a t  
th e  mode o f  th o u g h t can n e i th e r  c r e a te  n o r a l t e r  i t —th a t  
i t  rem ains u n a f fe c te d  by any change o f  m ental a t t i t u d e  o r 
i n t e r e s t .  I t  i s  th e  second o f  th e s e  c r i t e r i a  which i s  
d e f in i t i v e  ; th e  f i r s t  a lone  i s  n o t s u f f i c i e n t  . , , th e  d i s ­
t i n c t io n  between t h i s  elem ent o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and th e  
g iven  i s  em phasized by th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  i s  what r e ­
m ains u n s ilte re d , no m a tte r  what our i n t e r e s t s ,  no m a tte r  how 
we th in k  o r  c o n ce iv e , I  can apprehend t h i s  th in g  a s  pen o r  
ru b b e r  o r  c y l in d e r ,  b u t I  can n o t, by ta k in g  th o u g h t, d i s ­
co v er i t  a s  p ap e r  o r  s o f t  o r  c u b i c a l , 32

I  ag ree  w ith  Lewis t h a t  th e re  i s  a  g iven  i n  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce—

" th a t  which rem ains untouched and u n a l te r e d ,  however i t  i s  co n s tru ed

^ ^ S tace , The Teachings o f  th e  M y stic s , p ,  24 ( i t a l i c s  m ine),

^ C .  I ,  Lew is, Mind and th e  World Order (New York, 1956), pp . 
48 , 66, and 52 ,
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by thought*’— and t h a t  t h i s  "g iv en  i s  3 ^ , n o t b e fo re ,  ex p e rien ce  . .  .

th e  g iven  n ev e r  e x i s t s  in  i s o l a t i o n  i n  any ex p erien ce  o r  s t a t e  o f

co n sc io u sn ess.* ’^^ There a re  no "pure" "ap p e a rin g s"  o r  "sen se  d a ta "

which we become aware o f  in  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e . Yet th e  a f f e r e n t
34 ,p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e sse s  o f sense  r e c e p t im  p ro v id e -^  a  g iven  elem ent

fcxr p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e .

As an a b s t r a c t io n ,  we can d is t in g u is h  t h i s  g iv en  from th e  

m in d 's  o rd e r in g  o f p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  even though e v e ry  p e rc e p tu a l  

e^qoerience i s  a  c o n s tru c tio n  (b u t n o t ,  a s  we s h a l l  s e e , an in t e r p r e ­

t a t i o n ) on th e  g iv e n . Were th e r e  no d i s t i n c t io n  betw een th e  g iven  

and th e  m in d 's  o rd e r in g , p e rc e p tu a l e r r o r  would be in e x p lic a b le  a s  

lo n g  as  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  was c a r e f u l ly  a t t e n t iv e  t o  th e  phenom enologi­

c a l  c o n te n t o f  h is  e x p e r ie n c e . F u r th e r ,  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  g iven  in  

p e rc e p tu a l ex p e rien ce  i s  In d ic a te d  by th e  fo llo w in g  f a c t .  F or p a r t i ­

c ip a n ts  in  v e ry  s im i la r  language games re g a rd in g  th e  p o s s ib le  c o n s t i ­

tu e n ts  o f r e a l i t y ,  th e  r e s u l t a n t  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  agreem ent ab o u t v e r i ­

d ic a l  p e rc e p tio n  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  agreem ent about th e  " b r u te - f a c t"  

f e a tu re s  o f  t h e i r  p e r c e p t io n s .  E .g . we, l i k e  Lew is, f in d  t h a t  we 

"can apprehend t h i s  th in g  a s  pen o r ru b b e r  o r  c y l in d e r ,  b u t , , , 

can n o t, by ta k in g  th o u g h t, d isc o v e r  i t  a s  p ap er o r  s o f t  o r  c u b ic a l ,"

However, th e  b ru te - fa ic t  elem ent o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l  

ex p erien ce  i s  n o t ,  a s  Lewis s u g g e s t s , i t s e l f  th e  g iv e n . A lthough 

Lewis th in k s  th a t  th e  g iven  i s  an a b s tr a c t io n ,  som ething which we

^ ^ b i d , ,  p p . 55 and 5 4 ,

3^1 am n o t q u i te  su re  how I  would want to  make t h i s  n o tio n  
more p r e c i s e ,

^^Lew is, Mind and th e  World O rder, p ,  57 .
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must p o s tu la te  a s  an elem ent o f  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  g iv en  th e  ch ar­

a c te r  o f  t h a t  e x p e r ie n c e , and t h a t  th e  g iv en  i s  i t s e l f  " in e f f a b le ,"

Lewis i s  more su re  th a n  I  am o f  our a b i l i t y  to  is o la te ,- ^  though n o t

d e s c r ib e ,  th e  g iv e n . I t  seems t o  me t h a t  th e  " b ru te - f a c t"  elem ent 

o f p e rc e p tio n  i s  sim ply  one a s p e c t  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  

p r e p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  which a r e  our p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s ,  and what f e a ­

tu r e s  o f  each  s e t  o f  p r e p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  com prising  a  p a r t i c u l a r

a c t  o f  p e rc e p tio n  p o s se s s  t h i s  " b ru te n e ss "  i s  determ ined  by th e  p e r ­

c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema, a s  w e ll a s  by th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  phy­

s io lo g ic a l  s e n s e - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s , I  do n o t see  how i t  can be 

o th e rw ise  th a n  th a t  th e  r a d i c a l  c o n c e p tu a liz in g  o f  th e  phenomenologi­

c a l  c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  in c lu d e s  th e  d e te rm in a tio n , p a r­

t i a l l y  d e l im ite d  by th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s , o f  

which f e a tu r e s  o f  th a t  c o n te n t p o sse s s  t h i s  e lem ent o f  " b ru te n e s s ,"  

Given my p re s e n t  co n cep tu a l schem a, I  c an n o t, o f  co u rse , p e rc e iv e  a  

norm al w r i t in g  pen a s  c u b ic a l  o r  s o f t ,  b u t i f  I  la c k e d  th e  concep t o f 

pen o r  c y l in d e r ,  n e i th e r  could  I ,  g iven t h a t  co n cep tu a l schema, p e r ­

c e iv e  i t  a s  a  pen o r a  c y l in d r i c a l  o b je c t .

I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  s t r i p  the  phenom enological ccaiten t o f  our 

sen so ry  e x p e rie n c e s  o f  th e  elem en t o f  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  p ro v id ed  by 

th e  mind in  o rd e r  to  a r r iv e  a t  a  "pure" se n so ry  c o re . I t  i s  impos­

s ib l e  even t o  i s o l a t e ,  much l e s s  d e s c r ib e ,  th e  "pure" g iven  i n  pea> 

c e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e , There i s  o n ly  one " m a te r ia l"  in  th e  phenomenolo­

g ic a l  c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p e rien ce— a  c o n ce p tu a liz e d  c o n te n t— 

which has a  p a r t i a l  b ru te n e s s  a s  w e ll a s  a  p r e p o s i t io n a l  form , and

^ ^ b i d . ,  p .  52
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th e se  two a s p e c ts  a re  in e x t r ic a b ly  wedded. T h e ir  con n ec tio n  i s  l o g i ­

c a l  and in escap ab le*  to  p e rc e iv e  i s  t o  p e rc e iv e  som ething r e a l  a s  

som ething. Our co n cep tu a l schemas im p o rta n tly  de term ine  th e  form (a s  

w e ll a s  d e l im it in g  th e  p o s s ib le  c o n te n t)  o f  th e  phenom enological con­

t e n t s  o f  p e rc e p tu a l a c t s  even when t h a t  form o r lo g ic a l  ty p e  i s  th e  

b r u te - f a c t  elem ent in  p e rc e p t io n . Thus, w hereas I  ag ree  w ith  Lewis 

t h a t  " th e  g iven  [ f o r  a  p a r t i c u la r  sen so ry  s tim u lu s ]  i s  q u a l i t a t i v e ly

no d i f f e r e n t  th an  i t  would be i f  I  were an in f a n t  o r an ig n o ra n t 
37savage,"-'^' th e  g iven  and th e  b r u te - f a c t  e lem ents o f  o u r p e rc e p tu a l 

e x p e rie n c e s  cannot be id e n t i c a l  s in ce  what an in f a n t  o r  an " ig n o ra n t 

savage" w i l l  p e rc e iv e  a s  b ru te  in  h is  p e rc e p tu a l e x p e rie n c e s  w i l l  

o f te n  be d i f f e r e n t  from  what you o r I  w ith  our h ig h ly -d ev e lo p ed  and 

complex w estern  s c i e n t i f i c  co n cep tu a l schemas w i l l  p e rc e iv e  a s  b r u te ,  

Lewis ap p e a ls  to  h is  r e a d e r  to  d isc o v e r  th e  g iv en  phenomeno- 

l o g ic a l ly  in  h is  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e ,^  While we m ust begin  by 

tu rn in g  t o  th e  phenomenology o f  our p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  in  o rd e r  to  p ro ­

v id e  an a c c u ra te  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th o se  a c t s ,  t h i s  i s  one 

p la ce  where th e  ap p ea l to  phenom enological in t ro s p e c t io n  can have 

o n ly  l im i te d  su c c e ss . T his in t ro s p e c t io n  w i l l  n o t  en ab le  u s  to  i s o ­

l a t e  th e  g iv en  in  our ex p erien ce  ; i t  w i l l  o n ly  enab le  u s  to  see t h a t  

th e re  must be a  g iv en ,

From th e  f a c t  th a t  we can agree  abou t v e r id ic a l  p e rc e p tio n s  

w ith  o th e rs  sh a r in g  v e ry  s im i la r  language games re g a rd in g  th e  pos­

s ib le  c o n s t i tu e n ts  o f r e a l i t y ,  we can conclude th a t  th e  " b r u te - f a c t"  

f e a tu r e s  o f  our p e rc e p tu a l e x p e rien c e s  have an im p o rta n t c o r r e la t io n

^ ^ I b id , ,  p ,  5 0 , 

^ ® Ib id ,, p ,  55 .
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w ith  t h a t  g iven  which w i l l  be an e lem ent o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  

o f  any p e r c ip ie n t  w ith  s im i la r  p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e sse s  o f  sen se  

r e c e p t io n  who ex p e rie n c e s  sen so ry  s t im u l i  e x a c t ly  s im i la r  t o  t h a t  

which we e x p e r ie n c e . And th e  f a c t  o f  p e rc e p tu a l e r r o r  d e s p ite  c lo se  

a t t e n t io n  to  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  e x p e rie n c e s  in d ic a te s  

th a t  th e r e  i s  a  g iven  i n  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e . But a l l  t h a t  we can 

know i s  t h a t  th e re  i s  an elem ent in  our p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e rie n c e s  which 

rem ains u n a lte re d  however c o n s tru ed  by our thought*  we cannot know 

th a t  what i s  now u n a l te re d  i s  u n a lte r a b le  ; we cannot be c e r ta in  th a t  

th e  b r u te - f a c t  e lem ents in  our p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e rien ce s  a re  i d e n t i c a l  

w ith  th e  g iv e n .

I t  m ight be o b je c te d  h ere  t h a t  i f  which f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  phe­

nom enological c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e rie n c e s  p o s se s se s  t h i s  " b ru te -  

f a c t "  e lem ent i s  im p o rta n tly  determ ined  by th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  concep­

tu a l  schema, th en  th e re  would be l i t t l e  d if f e re n c e  between p e rc e iv in g  

and m erely  e n te r ta in in g  a  s e t  o f  p ro p o s i t io n s .  However, when we ima­

g ine o r  h y p o th esize  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  we can m an ipu la te  th e  w i l l fu l ly - ,  

e n te r ta in e d  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ep iso d e s  a t  w i l l .  T h is , a t  l e a s t  in  p a r t ,  

d is t in g u is h e s  im ag in ing  from hav ing  genuine sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  s in c e  

in  th e  l a t t e r  case  c e r ta in  e lem en ts—i , e ,  th e  " b r u te - f a c t"  e lem ents— 

o f  th e  phenom enological co n te n t o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l a c t  cannot be mani­

p u la te d  a t  w i l l .  We canno t m an ipu la te  th e se  e lem en ts  because th e  

r e f e r e n t  o f  t h i s  mind-imposed b ru te n e ss  i s  s t a t e s  o f a f f a i r s  ca teg o ­

rized , in  accordance w ith  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  our co n cep tu a l 

schemas, a s  p o s s ib le  a c tu a l  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  g iven  a  s p e c i f i c  type 

o f  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s . That c a te g o r iz a t io n  i s  

a  p r i o r i  a t  a  tem pora l moment, T, r e l a t i v e  to  each  momentary concep-
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tu a l i z e d  e x p e r ie n c e , E, o c c u rr in g  a t  T , (Why t h i s  a  n r i c r i  c a te g o r iz a ­

t i o n  o f  th e  p o s s ib le  a c tu a l  which d e te rm in e s  what i s  c o n cep tu a lized  

a s  " b r u te - f a c t"  i s  n e i th e r  c a p r ic io u s  n o r  e r r a t i c  i s  d isc u sse d  in  

C hapter F iv e , S e c tio n  I . )

Lewis i s  a l s o  wrong, to  my mind, i n  h o ld in g  t h a t ,  b e s id e s  th e  

g iv e n , th e  second elem ent in  p e rc e p tu a l  e :q )erience i s  an " in te r p r e ta ­

t io n "  p u t  upon th e  g iv e n . At one p o in t  in  Mind and th e  World Order 

he su g g es ts  about a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  penny th a t*

'T h is  penny i s  r o u n d '; c a l l in g  what i s  p re se n te d  *a penny ' 
i s  i n t e r p r e t i v e  t o  a t  l e a s t  th e  same degree  a s  judg ing  i t  
t o  be ro u n d . What th e  s u b je c t  e x p re sse s  i s  an in t e r p r e t a ­
t io n  a s  much a s  th e  p r e d i c a t e , 39

Lewis f a i l s  t o  d is t in g u is h  a d eq u a te ly  between r e f l e c t i v e  in t e r p r e t a ­

t i o n  o f p e rc e p tu a l  a c ts  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  and th e  r e p o r -  

t o r i a l ,  n o n - in te r p r e t iv e  fu n c tio n  o f  " i s  when i t  i s  used  d u rin g  an 

a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess  to  r e p o r t  th e  phenom enological co n ten t 

o f  a  p e rc e p tu a l a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  which i s  th e  o b je c t 

o f  th e  r e f l e c t i v e  a c t .  The phenom enological c o n te n t o f  ev ery  percep ­

t u a l  a c t o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  i s  r a d i c a l l y  co n cep tu a lized — 

w hether o r  n o t t h i s  co n c ep tu a liz e d  phenom enological c o n te n t i s ,  dur­

in g  an a c t  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  co n sc io u sn ess , th e n  in te r p r e te d — and a s  such 

can be r e p o r te d  a p a r t  from an in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  " I s  and n o t  " lo o k s  

J^" i s  a  p ro p e r  r e p o r t  o f  o rd in a ry  p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  con­

sc io u sn e ss  s in c e  th e  use o f  th e  l a t t e r  lo c u tio n  in d ic a te s  t h a t  th e  

p e r c ip ie n t  f e e l s  t h a t  he has  re a so n  t o  be unsure  abou t w hether th e  

e x te r n a l  p h y s ic a l  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  which he i s  p e rc e iv in g  i s  a s  i t  

lo o k s .

^^Ibid., p. 277.
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Now, W alter S tace  i s  r i g h t  to  i n s i s t  i n  M ysticism  and P h ilo ­

sophy th a t  i t  i s  im p o rta n t to  d is t in g u is h  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s  them -
40

s e lv e s  from i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  th o se  e x p e r ie n c e s . B u t, g iven  th e

fo re g o in g , S tace  i s  wrong to  i n s i s t  t h a t .

I f  a  man sa y s , " I  see a  r e d  c o lo u r ,"  t h i s  i s  a  lo w - le v e l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  s in c e  i t  in v o lv e s  n o th in g  ex cep t sim ple 
c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  c o n c e p ts , , , ,  i f  a  m y s tic  speak s  o f  th e  
ex p erien ce  o f  "an u n d i f f e r e n t ia te d  d i s t i n c t i o n l e s s  u n i ty ,"  
t h i s  mere r e p o r t  o r  d e s c r ip t io n  u s in g  o n ly  c l a s s i f i c a t o r y  
words may be re g a rd ed  eus a  lo w -le v e l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  But 
t h i s  i s  b e in g  more f u s s i l y  p r e c is e  th an  i s  u s u a l ly  n eces­
s a ry ,  s in c e  f o r  a l l  i n t e n t s  and p u rp o ses  i t  i s  j u s t  a  
d e s c r ip t io n .  I f  a  m y stic  say s  t h a t  he e x p e r ie n c e s  a  "mys­
t i c a l  un ion  w ith  th e  C re a to r  o f  th e  u n iv e r s e ,"  t h i s  i s  a  
h ig h - le v e l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  s in c e  i t  in c lu d e s  f a r  more i n t e l ­
l e c tu a l  a d d it io n  th an  a  mere d e s c r ip t iv e  r e p o r t .  I t  in ­
c lu d es  an assum ption  abou t th e  o r ig in  o f  th e  w orld  and a
b e l i e f  in  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  p e rso n a l God,^^

I t  i s  t ru e  t h a t  c m c e p ts  such  a s  r e d  a re  l e s s  complex th an

co n cep ts  such a s  God, But th e  com plex ity  o f  a  concep t has n o th in g ,

i n  and o f i t s e l f ,  t o  do w ith  w hether th e  u se  o f  t h a t  concep t to  

d e s c r ib e  a  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  i s  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h a t  e x p e r i­

e n ce , Once one a c c e p ts  th e  n o tio n , which S ta c e  does n o t ,  t h a t  th e re  

a re  no " p u re ,"  u n c o n c ep tu a liz e d  ex p e r ie n c e s— and even more fundamen­

t a l l y  t h a t  we canno t s t r i p  our c o n c e p tu a liz e d  e x p e rie n c e s  o f  t h e i r  

c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n s  t o  d isc o v e r  a  " p u re ,"  u n co n ce p tu a liz e d  sen so ry  

core o r  even t o  i s o l a t e  a  "p u re"  g iv en —th e n  t o  say  t h a t  a  p e r c ip ie n t  

has  a  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  i s  t o  say  t h a t  he p e rc e iv e d  som ething 

r a d i c a l l y  c o n c e p tu a liz e d  as  som eth ing . S in ce  a  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  

c o n s is ts  in  a  s e t  o f  e p iso d ic  aw arenesses o f  p r o p o s i t io n s ,  i t  can be 

r e p o r te d  w ith o u t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  by a  s e r i e s  o f  s ta te m e n ts  e x p re ss in g

40S ta c e , M ysticism  and P h ilo so p h y , p ,  31 , 

^ ^ I b id , ,  p ,  37 .
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th e  p ro p o s i t io n s  ex p re ssed  by th o se  p r e p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s . G ran ted , 

th e  more complex th e  co n cep ts  in v o lv e d , th e  l e s s  f r e q u e n t ly  o r  l i k e l y  

i s  a  g iven  co n c ep tu a liz e d  e x p e r ie n c e . But th e  r a d i c a l  c o n c e p tu a liz a ­

t i o n  o f  p e rc e p tu a l  ex p erien ce  means t h a t  th e re  i s  no d if f e r e n c e  in  th e  

l e v e l  o f  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  in v o lv ed  in  d i f f e r e n t  u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tu a l 

a c t s  i n  which som ething i s  p e rc e iv e d  a s  ( i )  a  r e d  p a tc h , ( i i )  a  plump 

ju ic y  tom ato , o r  ( i i i )  God, The n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  ex p erien ce  o f  a  

tom ato i s  a s  much a  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  o f  th e  " o u tp u t"  o f  our se n se -  

r e c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  a s  th e  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  e x p e rien ce  o f  a  r e d  p a tc h . 

Now, i f  a  m y stic  c la im s th a t  he has had a  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  

o f  God o r o f  an a n g e l, h i s  claim  need  n o t be an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  h i s  

e x p e r ie n c e . I f  God and a n g e ls  have p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s 

th e n  j u s t  a s  we can n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re co g n ize  o r  j u s t  d i r e c t l y  p e r ­

c e iv e  an o th e r  p e rso n  i f  we a re  s u f f i c i e n t ly  a c q u a in ted  w ith  h i s  phy­

s i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  m y stic s  acq u a in ted  w ith  th e  p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form s o f  God o r a n g e ls  co u ld  n o n - in f e r e n t i a l ly  reco g n ize  

o r  d i r e c t l y  p e rc e iv e  th e se  b e in g s . Out o f  th e  c o m e r  o f  my eye I  

u n r e f le c t iv e ly  p e rc e iv e  som ething ^  a  re d  p a tc h ; on th e  s t r e e t  I  

re c o g n iz e , in  an in s ta n c e  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  p e rc e p tio n , my b e s t  f r ie n d ;  

i n  a  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n  n o t in v o lv in g  v is io n  r u le s  a  m y stic  co u ld , by 

lo o k in g  a t  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , d u r in g  an 

a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  p e rc e p tio n  p e rc e iv e ,  and d u r in g  an a c t  o f r e f l e c ­

t i v e  p e rc e p tio n  re c o g n iz e , God o r  an a n g e l.

Moreover, i n  p e rce iv e d  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u le s  a re  

o p e ra t iv e ,  God o r  an an g e l co u ld  be reco g n iz ed  by th e  p e r c ip ie n t  a s  

an e n t i t y  i n  h i s  v is io n  and t h i s  may w e ll n o t be an i n t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  

th e  m y s t ic 's  ex p e r ie n c e . The m y stic  cou ld  c o n sc io u s ly  check th e  f e a ­
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t u r e s  o f  th e  v is io n  and th e n , u s in g  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  v is io n  r u l e s ,  

de term ine by in fe re n c e  t h a t  God o r  an an g e l was a  f ig u r e  in  h is  v is io n .  

But he m ight sim ply reco g n ize  God o r  an a n g e l " s t r a i g h t - o f f "  in  much 

th e  same way a s  we can o f te n  lo o k  a t  a  p a in t in g  and , by means o f  th e  

o p e ra tiv e  r u le s  o f  m ake-believe b u t n o t th ro u g h  a  co n sc io u s  in fe re n c e , 

im m ediately  reco g n ize  a  f ig u re  in  th e  p a in t in g .  I f  a  p e r c i p i e n t .p a r ­

t i c i p a t e s  in  a  game o f  v is io n  r u l e s ,  th en  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f 

th o se  r u le s  w i l l  be p a r t  o f  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema. W hether a  m ystic  

n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re c o g n iz e s  o r  j u s t  d i r e c t l y  p e rc e iv e s  God o r  an 

a n g e l in  a  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n  in  which v is io n  r u l e s  a re  n o t o p e ra t iv e ,  

o r  w hether he p e rc e iv e s  th e se  b e in g s  in  a  p e rc e iv e d  v is io n  ( im p li­

c i t l y )  by means o f  v is io n  r u le s  a p a r t  from any in f e r e n c e , th e  co n te n t 

o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n , a s  in  a l l  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e , w i l l  be o rd ered

by th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema, and no in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e
4?ex p erien ce  w i l l  be in v o lv ed .

A lso , a s  p o in te d  ou t in  C hapter Two, i f  a  m y stic  re c o g n iz e s

^ n  view o f  th e se  l a s t  rem arks, Anton P o u la in  o f f e r s  an 
i n t e r e s t i n g  answer to  h is  concern , w ith  which t h i s  s e c t io n  opened, 
about th e  p u zz le  o f  how m y stic s  could  have any c e r t i tu d e  o f  c o r r e c t ly  
id e n t i f y in g  e n t i t i e s  in  t h e i r  v is io n s  g iven  th a t  th e y  te n d  t o  p e r ­
ce iv e  e n t i t i e s  which accord  w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  P o u la in  sug­
g e s ts  in  answer t o  th e  q u e s tio n  o f  how "do co n tem p la tiv e  C a th o lic s  
know t h a t  i t  i s  th e  God o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  t r a d i t i o n  and n o t  t h a t  o f  
th e  B u d d h is ts , o r  P a n th e is ts  [w hich th e y  e x p e rie n c e ]? "  t h a t  (Catho­
l i c )  m y stic s  a re

a lre a d y  p ro v id ed  w ith  a  v e ry  d e f in i te  c re d o ; th e y  know 
t h e i r  ca tech ism . But in  th e  b r i l l i a n t  l i g h t  by which 
th e y  a re  in u n d a ted , th e y  d e c la re  t h a t  th e y  re c o g n ise  th e  
Sovereign  Being o f which t h i s  f a m il ia r  work has spoken,
(P o u la in , G races, p , 584)

To th e  m y s t ic 's  knowledge o f  th e  orthodox th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e s ,  we 
w i l l  want to  add th e  m y s t ic 's  knowledge o f m y s tic a l w r i t in g s  and h i s  
d is c ip le s h ip  among o th e r  m y stic s  a s  w e ll a s  th e  b e l i e f s  he suequired 
abou t h i s  p re v io u s  m y s tic a l e x p e r ie n c e s . B u t, a s  P o u la in ' s  rem arks 
su g g e s t, th e  m y s t ic 's  co n cep tu a l schema co u ld  en ab le  him to  reco g n ize  
God (and a n g e ls )  in  h is  e x p e r ie n c e s .
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o r j u s t  p e rc e iv e s  God o r an an g e l by p e rc e iv in g  th e  p ro p e r  se n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form  o f God o r  o f  th e  a n g e l, th en  th e r e  w i l l  be a  concep­

tu a l  co n n ec tio n  between h i s  p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  

form and h is  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God or o f  th e  a n g e l. H is re c o g n it io n  o f 

th e se  b e in g s  w i l l  n o t be based  on a  mere e m p ir ic a l e v id e n t ia l  connec­

t io n  between th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  form and th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r  

an a n g e l;  h i s  r e c o g n it io n  w i l l  n o t be based  on weak e m p ir ic a l ev idence 

a s  i s ,  e , g , ,  th e  d e te rm in a tio n  th a t  R ichard  i s  th e  w earer o f  th e  mas­

todon costume which th e  v iew ers  d id  n o t  see him e n te r  and which 

e n t i r e l y  h id e s  him from view .

For any  p a r t i c u la r  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  in  which God (o r  an 

an g e l)  i s  p u rp o r te d ly  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  His (o r  i t s )  p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e r c e p t ib le  form , th e  q u e s tio n  o b v io u sly  s t i l l  rem ains a f t e r  th e se  

c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  w hether i t  3s G od's o r  an a n g e l 's  p ro p e r  se n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  form  which i s  p e rc e p t ib le  d u rin g  th e  v is io n .  And so , t h i s  

le a v e s  open th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether o r  n o t what i s  p u rp o rte d ly  a  

r e c o g n it io n  o r  n c m - in fe re n tia l  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r o f  an a n g e l i s  in  

f a c t  a  r e c o g n i t io n  o r  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r o f  an a n g e l, (To he lp  

de term ine w hether th e  form he p e rc e iv e s  i s  G od's o r  an a n g e l 's  p ro p e r  

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , and hence w hether he has p e rce iv e d  o r  reco g ­

n iz e d  God o r  an a n g e l, th e  m y stic  could  check th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  form  

he p e rc e iv e d  a g a in s t  th o se  accep ted  a s  f e a tu re s  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  form s o f  God o r  a n g e ls  by o th e r  p e r c ip ie n ts  who sh a re  t t e  

concep t o f  G od 's o r  an a n g e l 's  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fcxrm,) But i t  

s t i l l  rem ains t r u e  t h a t  a  p u rp o rte d  re c o g n it io n  o r  d i r e c t  p e rc e p tio n  

o f  an e n t i t y  in  a  v is io n  ^  God o r  a s  an an g e l need n o t in v o lv e  an 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  v is io n *  i t  may
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be j u s t  a  repcæ t o f  th e  v i s io n .

Of c o u rse , th a t  th e  c la im  t o  p e rc e iv e  som ething i n  a  v is io n  a s  

God o r  ^  an an g e l may be r é p e r t o r i a i  and need  n o t  be i n t e r p r e t iv e  i s  

n o t to  say  th a t  a l l  th e  c o n te n ts  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c ts  o f  sense p e rc e p -  

ticm  a re  im m ediately  i n t e l l i g i b l e  t o  t h e i r  f u l l e s t  e x te n t  o r  ca teg o ­

r iz e d  once and f o r  a l l .  A ll o f  th e  phenoraenologicaûL c o n te n t o f  a c t s  

o f  p e rc e p tu a l  u n r e f le c t iv e  c o n sc io u a ie s s  i s  c o n c e p tu a liz ed  b u t c l e a r ly  

t h a t  does n o t c o n f l i c t  w ith  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h a t  c o n te n t,  t h a t  s e t  o f  

p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s , i s  s u b je c t  to  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and f u r th e r  c la s ­

s i f i c a t i o n  d u rin g  e i t h e r  concom itan t a c t s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  con sc io u sn ess  

o r  te m p o ra lly  p o s te r io r  memcary-acts, 1 can , w hile  s ta r in g  p e n s iv e ly  

a t  a  la r g e ,  b lack  b i r d ,  i n f e r  from i t s  f e a tu r e s  and my knowledge o f 

th e  d e f in i t iv e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  v a r io u s  sp e c ie s  t h a t  I  am lo o k in g  a t  a  

rav en  r a t h e r  th an  a  crow, and a f t e r  h e a r in g  a  c ra sh  in  th e  a l l e y  I  can 

g lance a t  th e  c lo ck  and i n f e r  t h a t  th e  sound I  h eard  a  moment ago was 

made d u r in g  th e  w eekly garbage c o l le c t io n .

Some p u rp o rte d  e x p e r ie n c e s  o f an e n t i t y  in  a  v is io n  a s  God o r  

a s  an a n g e l w i l l  c l e a r ly  be i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  th e  phenom enological 

c o n te n t o f  t t e  v is io n  and n o t mere r e p o r t s .  But which c la im s o f  such 

p u rp o rte d  e x p e rie n c e s  a re  i n t e r p r e t i v e  and n o t m erely  r é p e r t o r i a i  can­

n o t be de term ined , a s  S tace  s u g g e s ts ,  j u s t  on th e  b a s is  o f  w hether o r

% f  such i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  th e  co n c ep tu a liz e d  co n te n t o f  
p e rc e p tu a l  ex p e rien ce  r a d i c a l l y  r e c l a s s i f y  th e  o b je c t  o f  th e  p ercep ­
t i o n ,  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  w i l l ,  from  h is  l a t e r  p o in t  o f  view o f  t h a t  r e ­
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  s t i l l  be lo o k in g  a t  th e  same th in g .  In  th e  f i r s t  
exam ple, suppose on f u r th e r  r e f l e c t i o n  I  d ec id e  t h a t  I  am a c tu a l ly  
lo o k in g  a t  a  cardboard  c u t - o u t  o f  a  b i r d .  I t  would th e n  be th e  case 
t h a t  p re v io u s ly  I  was lo o k in g  a t  a  cardboard  c u t-o u t and see in g  i t  a s  
a  ra v e n , b u t now I  am lo o k in g  a t  a  cardboard  c u t-o u t and se e in g  i t  as 
a  cardboard  c u t-o u t  o f  a  b i r d .
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n o t complex co n cep ts  l ik e  "God" a re  u sed  in  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  

e x p e r ie n c e .



£IVE

DIFFERENCES OF CŒGEPTUAL SCHEMA 

—AND EERCEFnCN

I n  t h i s  c h a p te r  I  w i l l  an a ly ze  th e  d if fe re n c e  o f  c o n c ep tu a l 

schemas between th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and th e  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  th eo ­

lo g ic a l  d is c o u r s e .  T h is  a n a ly s is  w i l l  e x p la in  and , to g e th a :  w ith  th e  

c o n s id e ra tio n s  in  C hapter S ix , r e s o lv e  th e  ap p aren t c o n tr a d ic t io n  

between th e  c la im s o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and th e  o rthodox  th e o lo ­

g ic a l  p o s i t io n  o f  th e  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e .

G e n e ra lly , a  " d if fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schem a(s) between two 

p e r c ip i e n t s , "  o r  "two groups o f p e r c ip ie n t s ,"  r e f e r s  i n  i t s  b ro a d e s t 

sense  t o  any v a r ia t io n  o r c o n t r a s t  in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  

two co n cep tu a l schemeis p o ssessed  by th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  i n  q u e s tio n  which 

p roduces o r cou ld  in  p r in c ip le  produce a  d if f e re n c e  i n  how th e  two 

s e t s  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  ex p e rien ce  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o f t h e i r  body o r  

environm ent under e x a c t ly  s im i la r  sen so ry  ccm ditions and w ith  s im i la r  

(though  n o t e x a c t ly  s im i la r )  p h y s io lo g ic a l  sense  a p p a ra tu s . Many 

b e l i e f s  a re  e lem en ts  in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f a  co n cep tu a l 

schema, b u t d i f f e r e n c e s  in  b e l i e f  between p e r c ip ie n ts  w i l l  o n ly  con­

s t i t u t e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas i f  i t  i s  b o th  th e  case  t h a t  

th e  d i f f e r in g  b e l i e f s  a re  c c m s ti tu t iv e  o f  th e  r e s p e c t iv e  p e rc ip ie n ts *
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co n cep tu a l schemas and t h a t  th e  r e s u l t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  concep­

tu a l  s tm ic tu re s  o f  th e  p e rc ip ie n ts *  co n cep tu a l schemas produce o r 

could  in  p r in c ip le  produce a  d if f e r e n c e  in  how th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  e x p e r i­

ence s t a t e s  o f a f f a i r s  o f  t h e i r  body and environm ent g iven  e x a c t ly  

s im i la r  sense  s t im u li  and s im i la r  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro ­

c e s s e s .

The is s u e  in v o lv in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas in  t h i s  

e ssa y  w i l l  n o t  concern  th e  more u s u a l  form o f  th e  s o -c a l le d  Whorf 

h y p o th esis— v i z . th e  su g g e s tio n , championed by Benjamin Whorf, t h a t  in  

c e r ta in  in s ta n c e s  d i f f e r e n t  lan g u ag es embody d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l 

schem as. R a th e r , s in c e  o n ly  w estern  m y s tic s , and even more s p e c i f i ­

c a l ly  th e  C h r is t ia n  m y stic s  o f  th e  h ig h  Middle Ages, a re  o f  p rim ary  

concern h e re , I  w i l l  fo c u s  on th e  n o tio n  o f  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas w ith in  a  s in g le  language o r language fam ily —e i t h e r  E n g lish , 

a s  in  th e  ca se  o f ,  e . g . ,  J u l ia n  o f  Norwich, o r ,  more b ro a d ly , e i t h e r  

th e  w estern  Indo-E uropean language fam ily  o r  th e  S em itic  language 

fa m ily .

R e c en tly , K endall Walton has o f fe re d  an a n a ly s is  o f  a  " d i f ­

fe re n c e  o f  c o n cep tu a l schemes [ i . e .  schem as]" which i s  a t  v a r ia n c e  

w ith  th e  b road i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which I  w ish to  g iv e  t h i s  lo c u t io n .  He 

su g g ests  t h a t  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep ts  i s  n o t i t s e l f  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  a  

d if fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemes (schem as). F o r in  c e r ta in  c a se s  o f 

p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv in g  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep ts  between th e  p e r c ip ie n ts ,  

" th e  d i f f e r e n c e , "  he s a y s , " i s  in  what i s  e x p e rien ced , r a t h e r  th a n  in  

how i t  i s  e x p e r ie n c e d ," ^  As exam ples o f  such  c a se s  where a  d if f e re n c e

^K endall W alton, " L in g u is t ic  R e l a t i v i t y , "  in  C onceptual Change, 
e d s , Glenn P earce  and P a t r i c k  Maynard (B oston , 1973)» P . 3 .
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o f  co n cep ts  does n o t r e s u l t  in  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as, he 

su g g e s ts  com parisons between th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  t r i b e s  l i v in g  in  h o t 

c lim a te s  who have no concep t o f  snow and p e r c ip ie n t s  w ith  th e  concept 

o f  snow, and th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  s e t s  o f  p e r c e iv e r s  p o s se s s in g  different 

co n cep ts  because th e  one group i s  p h y s io lo g ic a l ly  u n ab le  to  p e rc e iv e  

c e r ta in  sen so ry  f e a tu r e s  which th e  o th e r  can ( e .g .  c o lo r -b l in d  p e r ­

c ip ie n t s  compared to  th o se  who a re  n o t  c o lo r - b l in d ) .

I  agree w ith  W alton t h a t  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep ts  between two 

groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  i s  n o t s u f f i  c i  a i t  f o r  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  ccm ceptual 

schemas between them . But I  want t o  su g g e s t t h a t ,  i n  c a se s  o f  th e  

s o r t  which he su g g e s ts , a  d if f e re n c e  in  what i s  ex p e rien ced  a s  w e ll  a s  

a  d if f e r e n c e  in  how i t  i s  ex p erien ced  mark, under norm al c o n d it io n s ,  a  

d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as. C onsider th e  case  o f th e  t r i b e  from 

th e  h o t  c l im a te .  Even though Eskimos and th e y  d i f f e r  i n  what th ey  

ex p erien ce— only  th e  fa rm er ex p e r ie n c in g  snow—were th e y  b o th  to  hap­

pen upon what we would c a l l  a  snow bank, th e r e  m ight w e ll be a  d i f f e r ­

ence i n  how th e y  ex p erien ce  th e  snow. The Eskimos may i n  t h e i r  ex p e ri­

ence become aware o f  p r o p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  about snow a s  p a r t  o f  th e  

phenom enological c o n te n t o f t h e i r  e x p e rien ce  w hile  th e  members o f  th e  

o th e r  t r i b e  become aware o f p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s  ab o u t w hite  d i r t ,  

o r  a  w hite  c lo th ,  e t c ,  (A lthough g iven  our co n cep tu a l schem as, we 

would say  t h a t  b o th  a re  e x p e rie n c in g  snow a s  so m eth in g ,) What one 

e x p e rien ce s  i s  de term ined  by how th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  p h y s io lo ^ c a l  

se n se -re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  i s  c c a ice p tu a liz e d . Both ( l )  what i s  sub­

sumed in  o u r  co n cep tu a l schema under th e  c a te g o ry  o f  p o s s ib le  a c tu a l  

p a r t i c u la r s  and th u s  what f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  

our p e rc e p tu a l  a c t s  w i l l  be co n c ep tu a liz e d  a s  h av in g  a  b r u te - f a c t
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c h a r a c te r ,  and (2 ) how we ex p erien ce  what we c a te g o r iz e  a s  a c tu a l

p a r t i c u l a r s  determ ine th e  s u b je c ts  a s  w e ll a s  th e  p r e d ic a te s  o f  th e

phenom enological co n te n t o f  our p e rc e p tu a l e x p e r ie n c e s . What we
2

ex p e rien ce  and how we ex p e rien ce  i t  a re  lo g i c a l ly  in s e p a ra b le ,  A 

more e x a c t d e l in e a t io n  o f  a  d if f e re n c e  o f co n cep tu a l schemas between 

p e r c ip ie n t s  i s  a  v a r ia t io n  o r  c o n tr a s t  in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  

t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  co n cep tu a l schemas which p roduces o r  c o u ld .in  p r in ­

c ip le  produce a  d if f e r e n c e  in  what s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  o f  t h e i r  b o d ie s  

and environm ent th e y  e x p e r ie n c e , and how th e y  ex p e rien ce  t t e s e  s t a t e s  

o f  a f f a i r s  g iven  e x a c tly  s im i la r  sen so ry  c o n d itio n s  and s im i la r  s e n se -  

r e c e p t io n  processes,"^

I t  does n o t  fo llo w  from  th e  f a c t  t h a t  p e r c ip ie n ts  have d i f f e r ­

e n t  co n cep tu a l schemas th a t  th e re  w i l l  be a  d if f e re n c e  in  how and 

what p e r c ip ie n ts  p e rc e iv e  u n d er e x a c tly  s im i la r  r e le v a n t  se n so ry  con­

d i t i o n s  and g iven  s im i la r  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s ,

E ,g ,  i t  i s ,  I  suppose, l o g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le  t h a t  w ith o u t a l t e r i n g  th e  

p e rc ip ie n ts *  co n cep tu a l schem as, such a s  th ro u g h  th e  a d d i t io n  o f new 

co n cep ts , and a s  lo n g  a s  th e  r e le v a n t  sen se  s t im u li  were c a u s a l ly

2
As w i l l  be e x p la in e d  more f u l l y  in  th e  n e x t c h a p te r ,  what we 

e x p e rie n c e , j u s t  a s  how we ex p erien ce  i t ,  i s  determ ined  by th e  concep­
t u a l  in t e r r e l a t i o n s h ip s  w ith in  our co n cep tu a l schemas and what th e re  
i s  t o  ex p e r ie n c e , what a re  th e  c o n s t i tu e n ts  o f r e a l i t y ,  i s  r e l a t i v e  
t o  each  in d iv id u a l  co n cep tu a l schema,

3
A q u a l i f i c a t io n  shou ld  be added h e re  t o  th e  s t i p u l a t i o n  t h a t  

th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  be s im i la r .  Suppose one 
i s  in t e r e s t e d  in  th e  q u e s tio n  o f  w hether two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  
have a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schema su b se ts  r e g a rd in g  some p a r t ic u ­
l a r  sen se , say  s ig h t .  To answer t h i s  s o r t  o f  q u e s tio n  i t  need  on ly  be 
th e  case  t h a t  th e  two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  p o sse s s  s im i la r  s e n se -  
re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  f o r  th e  sense  o f  s ig h t .  Even i f  th e y  had v e ry  d i f ­
f e r e n t  p ro c e sse s  o f  sense  r e c e p t im  f o r  o th e r  s e n se s , i t  would in  p r in ­
c ip le  be p o s s ib le  t o  determ ine i f  th e  two groups o f p e r c ip ie n t s  d id  o r  
d id  n o t s h a re  a  co n cep tu a l schema su b se t f o r  v is u a l  p e r c e p t io n .
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e f f ic a c io u s  in  th e  p e rc ip ie n ts *  p e rc e p t io n s ,  d iv in e  in te rv e n tio n  

could  en su re  s im ila r  phenomenal e x p e rie n c e s  among p e r c ip ie n ts  w ith  

d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l s c h e m a s N o r ,  c l e a r ly ,  i s  a  d if f e re n c e  in  how 

and what d i f f e r e n t  p e r c ip ie n ts  p e rc e iv e ,  g iven  a  sameness o f  sen so ry  

c o n d itio n s  and o f p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e ss e s  o f  sense  r e c e p t io n ,  a  su f ­

f i c i e n t  co n d itio n  o f  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as. There i s  a  

concep tua l co n n ec tio n , though , betw een d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  and 

d if f e re n c e s  o f concep tua l schemas, th e  farm er b e in g , in  a  W ittgen- 

s te in ia n  se n se , a  c r i t e r io n  o f  th e  l a t t e r ,  I  w i l l  ta k e  a  s t a t e  o f  

a f f a i r s ,  S , to  be a  c r i t e r io n  o f th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  th e  p re d ic a te  P 

i f ,  in  v i r tu e  o f th e  meaning o f  P , th e  occurrence o f  S under what a re  

reg a rd ed  a s  th e  r e le v a n t  norm al c o n d itio n s  j u s t i f i e s  th e  p re d ic a t io n  

o f P ,^  The occurrence o f S under th e  r e le v a n t  norm al c o n d itio n s  

j u s t i f i e s  th e  p re d ic a tio n  o f  P , b u t even though j u s t i f i e d  t h i s  p r e d i­

c a tio n  may be d isp u ta b le —e , g , an opponent o f  t h i s  p re d ic a t io n  m ight 

argue th a t  w hile  a l l  th e  g e n e ra l ly  r e le v a n t  norm al c o n d itio n s  ho ld  in  

a  p a r t i c u la r  c a se , th e re  i s  an a d d i t io n a l  c o n d itio n  making th e  p re d i­

c a t io n  o f  P d u b io u s,^

F or example, th rough  d iv in e  in te rv e n tio n  a  member o f  th e  
t r i b e  from th e  h o t c lim a te  who does n o t p o sse ss  th e  concept o f  snow 
m ight, in  lo o k in g  a t  what we c a l l  a  snow bank, become aware o f  a  p ro -  
p o s i t io n a l  ep isode which in v o lv ed  h i s  se e in g  som ething a s  snow though 
i t  would n o t  be u n t i l  a f t e r  he l a t e r  a cq u ire d  th e  concept o f  snow th a t  
he would u n d erstan d  th a t  p r o p o s i t io n ,

^T his i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  C. S , C h ih a ra 's  and J .  A, Fodor*s ch arac­
t e r i z a t io n  o f  W ittg en ste in  * s  n o tio n  o f  " c r i t e r i a "  i n  "Q pera tionalism  
and O rdinary  Language," in  W ittg en ste in *  th e  P h ilo so p h ic a l I n v e s t ig a ­
t i o n s . e d , George P i tc h e r  (Garden C ity , N .Y ., 1966), p ,  397. As an 
analogy to  th e  n o tio n  o f c r i t e r i a ,  G hihara and Fodor su g g est t h a t ,  
because o f th e  meaning o f " sc o r in g  a  b a sk e t"  in  b a s k e tb a l l ,  th e  b a l l  
go ing  th rough  th e  b ask e t s a t i s f i e s  a  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  s c a r in g  a  b ask e t 
under norm al c o n d it io n s ,

CaQl t h i s  a d d i t io n a l  c o n d itio n  _C, Not-jC w i l l  be a  norm al con­
d i t io n  b u t one th a t  i s  n o t o r d in a r i ly  co n sid e red  r e le v a n t  t o  j u s t i f y -



186

F or someone t o  p o sse ss  a  p a r t i c u la r  concept i s  a n a ly sa b le  in  

te rm s o f  d is p o s i t io n s  t o  a c t ,  where " a c t"  i s  used in  a  b road  sen se  to  

r e f e r  to  o v e r t b o d ily  a c t s ,  m ental a c t s ,  speech a c t s ,  e t c .  D if f e r ­

en ces  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas th u s  e n t a i l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  d is p o s i t io n s  

t o  a c t  and th e se  l a t t e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  in  p a r t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  d isp o ­

s i t i o n s  to  have p a r t i c u l a r  s o r t s  o f  p e rc e p tio n s  under c e r ta in  cond i­

t i o n s ,  A c r i t e r i o n  o f  a  " d if fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas" between 

two groups o f p e r c ip ie n ts  i s  a  d if f e re n c e  in  what th e y  p e rc e iv e  and 

how th e y  ex p erien ce  i t ,  g iven  e x a c t ly  s im i la r  r e le v a n t  sen so ry  s t i ­

m uli ( e ,g ,  l i g h t  o f  a  p a r t i c u la r  wave le n g th )  and s im i la r  sense  organs 

and s e n s e - re c e p tio n  a f f e r e n t  nervous sy stem s. That i s ,  a  c r i t e r i o n  o f  

a  " d if fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas" i s  a  d if f e r e n c e  in  th e  phenomeno- 

lo g ic a l  c o n te n t ' o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t s ' e x p e rien c e s  which i s  n o t a t t r i ­

b u ta b le  m erely  to  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  sen se  s t im u li  and which would n o t 

have o ccu rred  had th e r e  been no p h y s io lo g ic a l  d if f e re n c e  in  t h e i r  

s e n s e - re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  a t  th e  tim e o f  th e  occurrence o f  th e  e x p e r i­

ence in  q u e s tio n .

T h e re fo re , I  r e j e c t  W alto n 's  su g g e s tio n  t h a t  peop le  from  a  h o t 

c lim a te  w ith o u t th e  concept o f  snow and th o se  w ith  th e  concept o f  snow 

w i l l  n o t tl% reby  e x h ib i t  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  c o n cep tu a l schemas a s  w e ll a s

in g  th e  p r e d ic a t io n  o f  P , F or in s ta n c e ,  suppose C i s  "h o v erin g  in  th e  
a i r , "  N orm ally i f  a  b a s k e tb a l l  p la y e r  does n o t f o u l ,  does n o t c a r ry  
th e  b a l l  w ith o u t d r ib b l in g ,  e t c , ,  and p ro p e ls  th e  b a l l  th ro u g h  th e  
b a s k e t,  he sc o re s  a  b a s k e t .  Were he t o  s a t i s f y  a l l  th e se  norm al con­
d i t i o n s ,  though , b u t a f t e r  le a p in g  up hover in  th e  a i r  f o r  te n  seconds 
b e fo re  d rop p in g  th e  b a l l  in to  th e  b a sk e t, i t  would be d o u b tfu l t h a t  he 
had  sco re d  a  b a s k e t,

y
The "phenom enological c o n te n t"  o f  th e  re s p e c t iv e  e x p e rie n c e s  

w i l l  n o t be a  " p r iv a te , "  in h e re n t ly  u n sh a ra b le , ev en t s in c e  i t  c o n s is ts  
i n  ccanmunicable p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s .
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h is  su g g e s tio n  t h a t  p e r c ip ie n t s  p o sse ss in g  d i f f e r e n t  co n cep ts  because 

o f  p h y s io lo g ic a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  do n o t  p o sse ss  d i f f e r e n t  c o n ce p tu a l 

schem as. A lso , d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e s s e s  o f  sense  re c e p ­

t io n  cannot th em se lv es  p re c lu d e  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas 

between two p e r c ip ie n t s  s in c e  we need to  a llo w  f o r  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

t h a t  a  sy s te m a tic  lo s s  o f  some p o r t io n  o f  a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  s e n se -  

re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s ' " o u tp u t"—e .g .  lo s s  o f  th e  n e c e s sa ry  p h y s io lo g i­

c a l  "o u tp u t"  f o r  re d -g re e n  d is c r im in a tio n —w i l l  n o t  c o n s t i tu te  a  change 

in  t h a t  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema. F o r, were th e  a p p ro p r ia te  

p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e sse s  r e s to r e d ,  th e  p e r c ip ie n t  may im m ediate ly  be 

a b le  t o  d is c r im in a te ,  i n  t h i s  c a se , r e d  and g reen —i , e ,  may have con­

tin u e d  t o  f u l l y  r e t a i n  th e  co n cep ts  o f  r e d  and g re e n ,

C olcar-blind p e r c ip ie n ts  compared w ith  th o se  p o s se s s in g  th e  f u l l  

ran g e  o f  norm al c o lo r  v is io n ,  and th o se  hav ing  a lre a d y  seen  snow com­

p a red  w ith  th o se  p e r c ip ie n ts  who have n o t ,  m ight n o t exem plify  a  d i f ­

fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas by a  d if f e r e n c e  i n  th e  phenom enological 

c o n te n t o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  i n  th e  p re se n c e , r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  o f  c o lo red  

s u r fa c e s  and snow. The d if f e r e n c e  i n  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  m ight immedi­

a t e l y  d isa p p e a r  g iv en  th e  same sense  s t im u l i  from  co lo re d  s u r fa c e s  and 

snow, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  and g iven  th e  r e c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  

d e fe c ts  in  th e  c o lo r -b l in d  p e r c i p i e n t 's  s e n s e - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s .  

Though I  co n s id e r  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  ex ceed in g ly  u n l ik e ly  s in c e  I  f e e l  

t h a t  our co n cep tu a l schemas a re  acq u ire d  f o r  th e  most p a r t  th ro u g h  

ex p e rie n c e , I  see  no lo g ic a l  d i f f i c u l t y  in  th e  id e a  o f  in n a te  co n cep ts  

o r  concep ts  which a  p e r c ip ie n t  cones t o  p o s se s s  a p a r t  from  e x p e r ie n c e , 

and w hether o r  n o t  a  p e r c ip ie n t  does o r does n o t p o s se s s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  

concep t i s  an e m p ir ic a l  m a tte r .
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I t  i s  obvious th en  th a t  an e x a c t s im i l a r i t y  o f  sense  s t im u li  

i s  a  n e ce ssa ry  p re c o n d itio n  f o r  re g a rd in g  th e  f a c t  o f  d i f f e r in g  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  between two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  a s  a  c r i t e r i o n  o f a  d i f f e r ­

ence o f  co n cep tu a l schemas, and i t  i s  e a sy  enough a c tu a l ly  t o  ap p ly  

t h i s  r e s t r i c t i o n  to  " t e s t "  ca se s  in v o lv in g  groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s .  On 

th e  o th e r  hand, i t  i s  a ls o  c le a r  t h a t  th e  second n e c e s sa ry  r e s t r i c ­

t i o n ,  a  sameness o f  p h y s io lo g ic a l  a f f e r e n t  p ro c c e sse s  o f  sense  re c e p ­

t i o n ,  re q u ire d  f o r  d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p tio n s  to  be a  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  a  d i f ­

fe re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas between groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  w i l l  be 

l a r g e ly  im p o ss ib le  to  b r in g  about i n  in s ta n c e s  where i t  i s  n o t i n i ­

t i a l l y  m et. Some d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schema w i l l  n o t be i d e n t i ­

f i a b le  g iv en  th e se  s t r i c t u r e s .  However, f o r  th e  m ost p a r t  i t  i s  s a fe  

t o  assume t h a t  human p e r c ip ie n ts  who do n o t have obvious d e f e c ts  in  

t h e i r  se n se s  have s im i la r  a f f e r e n t  p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e sse s  o f  sense  

p e rc e p tio n , and th e se  two r e s t r i c t i o n s  a re  needed t o  e l im in a te  th e  

e rro n eo u s c o n s tru a l  o f  d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p tio n s  which a re  m erely  th e  

r e s u l t  o f  d if f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  sen so ry  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  

s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  o f  two groups o f  p e r  c e iv e r s  a s  m arking a
O

d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas.

8The judgment about what i s  an e x a c t s i m i l a r i t y  o f  sen se  s t i ­
m uli and p h y s io lo g ic a l  a f f e r e n t  p ro c e sse s  o f  sen se  r e c e p t io n  i s  
i t s e l f  s u b je c t  to  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r i c t u r e s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  
whoever i s  making th e  judgm ent. S ince  we alw ays th in k  and judge from 
th e  p o in t  o f  view o f  some p a r t i c u la r  c o n cep tu a l schema, th e  judgment 
t h a t  two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  e x h ib i t  an e x a c t s im i l a r i t y  o f  sen se  
s t im u li  and re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  judgment t h a t  t h e i r  
co n cep tu a l schemas o f  p e rc e p tio n  a re  d i f f e r e n t  i s  made from w ith in  th e  
co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  ju d g e r 's  own co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t( s )  
o f  sam eness, sen se  s t im u li  and p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro ­
c e s s e s .



189

I I

C le a r ly , th e re  a r e  m yriad ty p e s  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  c o n cep tu a l 

schemas between two p e r c ip ie n ts  o r  g roups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s .  P r im itiv e  

a b o r ig in e s  do n o t  p o sse s s  th e  concep t o f  a i r p la n e .  Our p o s se s s io n  o f  

t h i s  one a d d i t io n a l  concep t beyond th o se  o f  th e  a b o rig in e  co u ld  con­

s t i t u t e  a  type o f  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schem a. I f  a  j e t  l i n e r  

f l i e s  over b o th  an ab o rig in e  and a  w este rn  man, th e  l a t t e r  w i l l  m ost 

p ro b ab ly  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  p e rc e iv e ,  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  im m ediate pheno­

m enolog ical c o n te n t o f  h i s  a c t  o f  s e e in g , an a i r p la n e ,  w h ile  th e  f o r ­

mer m ight see  a  s tra n g e  b i r d  o r  u n id e n t i f ia b le  f ly in g  o b je c t  b u t n o t  

an a i r p la n e .  D if fe re n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  t h i s  s o r t ,  in v o lv ­

in g  co n cep tu a l schemas which a re  m erely  r i c h e r  by some m oderate number 

o f  c m c e p ts  f o r  one group o f  p e r c e iv e r s ,  a re  ex ceed in g ly  common,^ I  

am concerned in  t h i s  e s sa y  w ith  more ccmplex and c o n se q u e n tia l ca se s  

in  which ( l )  th e  two groups e x h ib i t in g  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas e i t h e r  p o sse s s  v e ry  n e a r ly  t t e  same s e t  o f  r e le v a n t  co n cep ts  

o r p o s se s s  d i f f e r in g  concep ts  re g a rd in g  some s e t  o f  e n t i t i e s ,  S, i n  

q u e s tio n , y e t  have th e  same r e l a t i v e  f in e n e s s  o f  d is c r im in a tio n  in  

t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n  o f  S in  v i r tu e  o f  th e  co n cep ts  which th e y  do p o sse s s  

and ( 2 ) th e  d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schemas u nder c o n s id e ra t io n , and th e  

consequent p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  r e s p e c t iv e  p e r c e iv e r s ,  a r e  m u tu a lly

9
A lso , w ith  r e g a rd  to  th e  c o n s id e ra t io n s  o f  C hapter Four, we 

can ag a in  see  t h a t  we do n o t sim p ly  p a s s iv e ly  p e rc e iv e  a  w orld  a lre a d y  
s tr u c tu r e d  in d ep en d en tly  o f  th e  mind, th e  mind c o n tr ib u t in g  n o th in g  to  
th e  s t r u c tu r in g  o f  our p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e s . T h is  i s  shown by th e  
f a c t  t h a t  n o t o n ly  does each  p e r c ip ie n t  c o n c e p tu a liz e  th e  same s t a t e s  
o f  a f f a i r s  d i f f e r e n t l y  a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es—e ,g ,  in  th e  case  o f  W ittg en ­
s t e i n 's  d u c k - ra b b it—b u t d i f f e r e n t  p e r c ip ie n t s  c o n c e p tu a liz e  what 
e i t h e r ,  o r  a  t h i r d  p e r c ip ie n t ,  would re g a rd  a s  th e  same s t a t e  o f 
a f f a i r s  d i f f e r e n t l y .
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in co m p a tib le  o r m u tu a lly  in c o n s i s te n t .

There a re  no doubt a  number o f  s a t i s f a c to r y  and in t e r e s t i n g  

c r i t e r i a  o f  what coun ts a s  a  n o n - t r i v i a l  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas between two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s .  At l e a s t  two u s e fu l  

n o tio n s  o f  a  d if f e re n c e  i n  co n cep tu a l schem as, and th e  two which I  

w i l l  e x te n s iv e ly  c o n s id e r  h ere  a re  th e  fo llow ing*

Two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  t r i b e s  A and B, have d i f f e r e n t  con­

c e p tu a l schemas i f  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n d itio n s  h o ld , ( i )  The 

members o f  both  groups have s im i la r  a f f e r e n t  p h y s io lo g ic a l  

p ro c e ss e s  o f  sense r e c e p t io n ,  ( i i )  Given e x a c t ly  s im i la r  

( r e le v a n t)  sense s t im u l i ,  th e r e  i s  an e n t i t y ,  X, which members 

o f  A can n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re c o g n iz e  o r  p e rc e iv e ,  w h ile  mem­

b e rs  o f  B do n o t n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  re co g n ize  o r p e rc e iv e  X and 

do n o t th in k  th a t  a  non—i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n  o r  p e rc e p tio n  

o f  X i s  l o g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le ,

Dg Two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  t r i b e s  A and B, have d i f f e r e n t  con­

c e p tu a l schemas i f  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n d itio n s  h o ld , ( i )  The 

members o f  bo th  groups have s im i la r  a f f e r e n t  p h y s io lo g ic a l  

p ro c e s s e s  o f  sense  r e c e p t io n ,  ( i i )  There a r e  two p re d ic a te s  

each  o f which d en o tes  a  clauss o f  e n t i t i e s  p o s se s s in g  a  con­

t r a r y  d r  c o n tra d ic to ry  o n to lo g ic a l  s ta tu s  from  th e  e n t i t i e s  

denoted  by th e  o th e r  p r e d ic a te ,  ( i i i )  Given e x a c t ly  s im ila r  

( r e le v a n t)  sense s t im u l i ,  members o f  A p e rc e iv e  an e n t i t y ,  X, 

and re g a rd  th e  e x te n s io n  o f  th e  f i r s t  o f  th o se  p r e d ic a te s  to  

in c lu d e  X, w hile th e  members o f  B c o n s id e r  X t o  be in c lu d ed  

w ith in  th e  c la s s  o f  e n t i t i e s  deno ted  by th e  second p r e d ic a te .

In  o rd e r n o t to  p rec lu d e  by d e f in i t io n  a  p h y s ic a l i s t  p o s i t io n  on which
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ou r c o n c e p ts , th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e s , 

and a c t s  o f r e f l e c t i v e  con sc io u sn ess  a r e ,  o r  a re  red u ceab le  t o ,  b ra in  

s t a t e s ,  a  " s i m i l a r i t y  o f  a f f e r e n t  p h y s io lo g ic a l  p ro c e sse s  o f  sense 

r e c e p tio n "  i s  on ly  m eant to  be c o n s tru ed  a s  e n ta i l in g  a  t o t a l i t y  o f 

e x a c t ly  s im i la r  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s t a t e s  o f  th o se  p o r tio n s  o f th e  b ra in  

which a re  n e c e s sa ry  f o r  the  fu n c tio n in g  of th e  a f f e r e n t  p ro c e sse s  o f 

s e n se  r e c e p t io n .  B es id es  th e s e  p o r t io n s  o f  th e  b r a in ,  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  

a f f e r e n t  c e n t r a l  nerv o u s system  and th e  sen se  r e c e p to rs  them selves a re  

to  be p h y s io lo g ic a l ly  s im i la r .  I f  t h i s  q u a l i f i c a t io n  i s  more o r l e s s  

r e s t r i c t i v e  th a n  r e q u ire d  t o  a llo w  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p h y s ic a l i s t  th e o ry  

t t e n  i t  can be a d ju s te d  a c c o rd in g ly ,

" E n ti ty "  i s  u sed  h ere  a s  a  n e u t r a l  term  d en o tin g  any s o r t  o f  

th in g  w hatever—e , g , an  in s ta n c e  o f  a  p ro p e r ty ,  a  c l a s s ,  an in d iv id u a l ,  

e t c .  N o tice  a ls o  t h a t  i f ,  f o r  exam ple, a  mammal named Fred  i s  recog­

n iz e d , t h i s  e n t i t y  m igh t sim ply  be re co g n iz ed  (w hether i n f e r e n t i a l l y  

o r  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly )  a s  a  marmot and n o t a s  F red—though one m ight 

a l s o  s im u ltan e o u s ly  re c o g n iz e  b o th  F red  and F r e d 's  b e in g  a  marmot.

By an  " i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n i t io n  o r p e rc e p tio n "  o f  an e n t i t y ,  X,

I  mean a  r e c o g n i t io n  o r  p e rc e p tio n  o f  X iM c h  in v o lv e s  an in fe re n c e  

from  th e  d a ta  o f  our phenomenal f i e l d —p erhaps from th e  p e rce iv ed  fe a ­

t u r e s ,  i n  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  p e rc e p tio n , 

o f  X— t o  t i »  i d e n t i t y  o f  X, (By th e  " d a ta  o f  our phenomenal f i e l d "  I  

r e f e r  to  th e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  c o n te n t o f  th e  s e t s  o f  p ro p o s i t io n a l  e p i­

sodes co m prising  a  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r ie n c e . The "d a ta"  o f  sen se  p ercep ­

t i o n ,  a s  I  u se  t h i s  te rm , r e f e r s  to  th e  "c o n te n t"  o f  th e  p e rc e p tu a l  

[ i , e ,  phenom enal] f i e l d  and n o t  o f sen so ry  f i e l d s , )  Such in fe re n c e s  

may be unconscious a s  w e ll a s  o c c u r r in g  c o n sc io u s ly . U nconscious
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I n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n i t io n s  o f  e n t i t i e s  a re  most l i k e l y  h a b i tu a l  reco g ­

n i t i o n s  and would p ro b a b ly  be f o r  th e  m ost p a r t  in d is t in g u is h a b le  d u r­

in g  o u r  im m ediate ex p e rie n c e  from  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n i t io n s .  Habi­

t u a l ,  u n co n sc io u sly  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n i t io n s  a re  t o  be d is t in g u is h e d  

from n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n i t io n s  by th e  a c tu a l  u s e ,  ap p a ren t I  ta k e  

i t  on c a re fu l  r e f l e c t i o n ,  o f  in fe re n c e s  i n  on ly  th e  fo rm er case r a t h e r  

th a n  by our im m ediate aw areness o f ,  o r  o f  th e  ap p a ren t la c k  o f ,  such 

in fe re n c e s  from sen se  d a ta  t o  th e  i d e n t i t y  o f an e n t i t y .  The use  o f 

in fe re n c e s  in  h a b i tu a l ,  u n co n sc io u s, i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n s  i s  in  

p r in c ip le  d is c e rn a b le  on c a r e fu l  r e f l e c t i o n ,  and i s  o f te n , I  ta k e  i t ,  

a p p a ren t (a lth o u g h  im p e rfe c t a c t s  o f  rem embering th e s e  r e c o g n it io n s  

may make i t  im p o ss ib le  t o  d is c e rn  th e  u se  o f  in fe re n c e s  i n  many p a r t i ­

c u la r  c a s e s ) .

The n o tio n  i n  of "two p r e d ic a te s  which denote c la s s e s  o f  

e n t i t i e s  p o s se s s in g  c o n tra ry  o r  c o n tr a d ic to ry  o n to lo g ic a l  s ta tu s "  

r e f e r s  to  p a i r in g s  o f  c a te g o r ie s  o f  e n t i t i e s  such  a s  th e  p h y s ic a l ly  

r e a l  v e rsu s  th e  p h y s ic a l ly  u n re a l ,  th e  dream t v e rsu s  t h a t  which i s  

n o t d ream t, th e  h a l lu c in a to ry  v e rsu s  t h a t  which i s  n o t h a l lu c in a to ry ,  

th e  lo g i c a l ly  p e r c e p t ib le  v e rsu s  t t e  im p e rc e p tib le  the logicaaiy  know- 

ab le  v e rsu s  th e  unknowable, p r o p e r t ie s  v e rsu s  s u b s ta n c e s . T h is  n o tio n  

does n o t  r e f e r ,  e , g , ,  t o  d i f f e r in g  c a te g o r ie s  o f  o b je c ts  each  o f  whose

To borrow  from  an example which G ilb e r t  Ryle o f f e r s  a s  a  
"c a teg o ry  m istak e"  in  The Concept o f  ffijid (New York, 1949), Ryle has 
p ro v id ed  a  n ic e  example o f  th e  d if f e r e n c e  in  o n to lo g ic a l  s t a t u s  o f 
l o g ic a l ly  p e rc e p t ib le  and lo g i c a l ly  im p e rc e p tib le  e n t i t i e s ,  a  d i f f e r ­
ence which I  w i l l  be d is c u s s in g  e x te n s iv e ly  below . Whereas i t  i s  pos­
s ib le  t o  have sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  any man who i s  a  ta x p a y e r , th e  
Average Taxpayer i s  im p e rc e p tib le  t o  th e  sen ses  and  i t  i s  a  lo g ic a l  
e r r o r  t o  suppose t h a t  one cou ld  s e e ,  sm e ll, e t c , ,  th e  Average Tax­
p a y e r ,
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members a re  subsumed under th e  same c la s s  because th e y  have th e  same 

p rim ary  o r  secondary  q u a l i t i e s .  A lso , n o tic e  t h a t  w hile  on th e  Wharf 

h y p o th e s is  d i f f e r e n t  languages r e f l e c t  o r  embody d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l 

schemas, d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e s  and may be 

embodied w ith in  th e  same language fa m ily  in  d i f f e r e n t  language games 

w ith in  t h a t  language fa m ily .

W ith r e s p e c t  t o  th e  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas between 

u s e rs  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and u s e rs  o f n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  w estern  

t h e i s t i c  r e l ig io u s  language , th e r e  i s  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  schemas o f  ty p e  

between th e s e  groups and t h a t  d if f e re n c e  i s  founded on a  more fun­

dam ental d if f e r e n c e  o f ty p e  D^.

in

Now c o n s id e r , f o r  in s ta n c e ,  th e  t r i b e  composed o f ch ick en - 

se x e rs  who can lo o k  c lo s e ly  a t  a  young c h ic k  and r e l i a b l y  and non- 

i n f  e r e n t i a l l y  de term ine  th e  gender o f  th e  new-born ch ick en , ( l  am 

concerned h ere  w ith  th e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  and lo g ic  o f  t h i s  example and n o t 

w ith  w hether r e a l  c h ic k e n -se x e rs  a c tu a l ly  p e rc e iv e  th e  gender o f 

c h ic k s  i n  p r e c i s e ly  th e  manner d e s c r ib e d ,)  I f  asked  how he knows what 

a  c h ic k 's  gender i s —i . e .  what f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  ch ick  a c t  a s  p e rc e p tu a l  

"cues** f o r  him when he d e te rm in es  th e  c h ic k 's  gender— a  member o f  t h i s  

t r i b e  o f  c h ic k e n -se x e rs  w i l l  r e p ly  t h a t  he does n o t now know n o r d id  

he ev e r  know.

Now, c o n s id e r  a  t r i b e  who a re  n o t  c h ic k e n -se x e rs  and who a re  

unaware o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  c h ic k e n -se x in g , Members o f  t h i s  t r i b e  

can o n ly  de term ine  a  c h ic k 's  gender i n f  e r e n t i a l l y .  These n o n -ch ick en - 

se x e rs  can de term ine  a  c h ic k e n 's  gender th ro u g h  th e  u se  o f  a  r u le  d i s -
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jo in in g  s e t s  o f  f e a tu r e s  which a re  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  d e te rm in in g  th e  

gender o f  a  c h ic k . T h is  r u le  would d i s jo in  a  d is ju n c t iv e  s e t  o f  ana­

to m ic a l f e a tu r e s  determ ined  by d is s e c t in g ,  x - ra y in g , e t c , ,  th e  young 

ch icken  in  q u e s tio n  and a  d is ju n c t iv e  s e t  o f  b io lo g ic a l  fu n c tio n s  o f 

th e  c h ic k . F in a l ly ,  suppose t h a t  o u r n o n -ch ick en -sex e rs  a re  n o t on ly  

unaware o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ch ick en -sex in g  b u t t h a t  th e y  would con­

s id e r  th e  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  r e c o g n i t io n  o r p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  gender o f 

a  c h ic k  th ro u g h  sense p e rc e p tio n  lo g i c a l ly  im p o ss ib le . T h is  non- 

i n f  e r e n t i a l  v e rsu s  i n f e r e n t i a l  d e te rm in a tio n  o f  a  c h ic k 's  gender by 

th e se  c h ic k e n -se x e rs  and n o n -ch ic k e n -sex e rs  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  where th e  

n o n -c h ick en -se x e rs  do n o t th in k  th a t  ch ick en -sex in g  i s  l o g i c a l ly  pos­

s i b l e ,  i s  a  paradigm  case  o f  ty p e  o f  a  d if f e r e n c e  in  co n cep tu a l 

schemas between two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  o r  t r i b e s .

T h is  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  does n o t  in  

i t s e l f  c o n s t i tu te  a  v a r ia t io n  o f  co n cep ts  between th e  two co n cep tu a l 

schem as, b u t i t  im p lie s  a  v a r ia t io n  o f  c o n cep ts . The re a so n  why our 

c h ic k e n -se x e rs  can n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  de term ine a  c h ic k 's  gender w hile  

th e  n o n -ch ic k e n -sex e rs  i n f  e r e n t i a l l y  determ ine a  c h ic k 's  gender i s  

t h a t  on ly  f o r  th e  fo rm er i s  th e  gender o f  th e  ch ick  in  i t s e l f  a  s e n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  e n t i t y ,  N o n -ch ick en -sex ers  can i n f e r e n t i a l l y  know t h a t  

a  c h ic k  has a  p a r t i c u l a r  gender by p e rc e iv in g  ce rtz tin  an a to m ica l car 

fu n c t io n a l  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  c h ic k , b u t s e e in g  th o se  f e a tu r e s  i s  n o t  

s e e in g  th e  gender o f  th e  c h ic k . R a th e r , s e e in g  th o se  f e a tu r e s  i s  see­

in g  t h a t  a  ch ick  has  a  p a r t i c u la r  g en d er. Suppose members o f  o u r 

t r i b e  o f  n o n -c h ic k e n -se x e rs , who do n o t th in k  ch i ck en -sex in g  i s  p o s­

s ib l e ,  wanted to  be shown a l l  th e  p e r c e p t ib le  f e a tu r e s  o f  a  c h ic k . 

Having been shown a  f o o t ,  f e a th e r s ,  ten d o n s, a  l i v e r ,  and so  on, i t
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would be a  c a teg o ry  m istake f o r  them t o  sa y , "We have n o t  y e t  seen 

th e  m aleness, o r  fem alen ess , o f  t h i s  c h ic k . You have n o t y e t  l e t  u s  

see  t h a t ."  Such a  re q u e s t  i s  c o n c e p tu a lly  in c o n s is te n t  w ith in  th e  

language game o f  th e se  n o n -c h ic k e n -se x e rs .

In  c o n t r a s t ,  such a  re q u e s t  i s  n o t c o n c e p tu a lly  in c o n s is te n t  

among c h ic k e n -se x e rs . Presum ably one good c h ic k e n -se x e r  co u ld  p o in t  

o u t such f e a tu r e s  a s  te n d o n s, f e e t ,  and f e a th e r s ,  t o  a n o th e r  good 

c h ick en -sex e r and th e n , p o in t in g  to  th e  c h ick  a s  a  w hole, i n t e l l i g i b l y  

say , "And d o n 't  you see  th e  m aleness (car fem alen ess) o f  t h i s  ch ick ?"  

Thus, what i s  a  n o n -se n s e -p e rc e p tib le  q u a l i ty  i n  th e  co n cep tu a l schema 

o f  n o n -ch ick en -sex e rs— v iz ,  th e  gender o f  a  ch ick —i s  a  s e n se -  

p e rc e p t ib le  qusLLity f o r  th e  t r i b e  o f  c h ic k e n -se x e rs . Thus, th e se  

t r i b e s  o f  c h ic k e n -se x e rs  and n o n -ch ic k e n -sex e rs  a ls o  e x h ib i t  a  d i f f e r ­

ence o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  s in c e  f o r  th e  fo rm er th e  c a te ­

go ry  denoted  by " s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  e n t i t i e s "  ex ten d s  t o  th e  gender o f  

p a r t i c u l a r  c h ic k s  w hile  th e  l a t t e r  subsume t h i s  p ro p e r ty  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  

ch ick s  under th e  c o n tra d ic to ry  c a te g o ry  o f  e n t i t i e s  which a r e  n eces­

s a r i l y  sen se -im p e rc ep ti b l e , ^ ̂

To f u r th e r  e lu c id a te  th e  mere d i f f i c u l t  n o tio n  o f  a  d if f e re n c e  

o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  Dg, c o n s id e r  Thomas K uhn's d e s c r ip t io n s  

in  The S tru c tu re  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  R ev o lu tio n s  o f d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  th e  way 

astronom ers p e rce iv ed  th e  heavens b e fo re  and a f t e r  th e  changes wrought 

by th e  G opem ican r e v o lu tio n  i n  th e  accep ted  s c i e n t i f i c  paradigm*

This d if f e re n c e  in  th e  e x te n s io n a l i ty  o f  th e  two t r i b e s '  
n o tio n s  o f  "sen se  p e rc e p t ib le "  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  th e  s l i g h t  v a r ia t io n  in  
th e  in te n t io n  o f  t h e i r  concep t o f  th e  gender o f  a  young c h ick en . In  
C hapter F iv e  I  d is c u s s  th e  a f f e c t  such v a r ia t io n s  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  
have on th e  i d e n t i t y  o f  th e  co ncep ts  o f  two p e r c ip ie n t s .
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Can i t  co n ce iv ab ly  be an a c c id e n t • .  • t h a t  W estern a s t r o ­
nomers f i r s t  saw change in  th e  p re v io u s ly  im m utable heavens 
d u rin g  th e  h a l f - c e n tu r y  a f t e r  C o p ern icu s ' new paradigm  was 
f i r s t  proposed? The C hinese, whose co sm o lo g ica l b e l i e f s  d id  
n o t p re c lu d e  c e l e s t i a l  change, had rec o rd ed  th e  appearance o f  
many new s t a r s  i n  th e  heavens a t  a  much e a r l i e r  d a te  , , .
[a n d ]  had s y s te m a tic a l ly  re c o rd e d  th e  appearance o f su n sp o ts  
c e n tu r ie s  b e fo re  th e s e  were seen  by G a lile o  and h i s  contem­
p o r a r ie s  • . . [ A f te r  C opern icus] l a t e  s ix te e n th -c e n tu ry  
astronom ers r e p e a te d ly  d isc o v e re d  t h a t  comets wandered a t  
w i l l  th ro u g h  th e  space p re v io u s ly  re se rv e d  f o r  th e  im m utable 
p la n e ts  and s t a r s . ^2

These d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p tio n s  between th e  p r e -  and p o s t-C o p em ican  (and

C hinese) astronom ers o f  th e  m u ta b i l i ty  o f  th e  heavens p ro v id e s  an o th e r

paradigm  o f  a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f type Presum ing

t h a t  th e y  had s im i la r  a f f e r e n t  p ro c e sse s  o f  sense  r e c e p t io n  and g iven

t h e i r  s im i la r  sense  s t im u l i ,  th e  p re -C o p em ic a n s  which Kuhn r e f e r s  to

reg a rd ed  th e  heavens a s  immutable w hile  th e  p o s t-C o p em ica n s  (and

Chinese as tro n o m ers) which Kuhn r e f e r s  t o  a s c r ib e d  th e  c o n tra d ic to ry

o n to lo g ic a l  p ro p e r ty  o f  m u ta b i l i ty  t o  th e  heavens— a  d if f e r e n c e  o f

ccm ceptual schemas o f  ty p e  D^.

Kuhn comments on th e  d i f f e r i n g  p e rc e p tio n s  o f th e  p r e -  v e rsu s

th e  p o s t-C o p em ican s  and Chinese by say in g  th a t

th e  v e ry  ease  and r a p i d i t y  w ith  which astronom ers saw new 
th in g s  when lo o k in g  a t  o ld  o b je c ts  w ith  o ld  in s tru m e n ts  
may make us w ish to  say  t h a t ,  a f t e r  C opern icus, astronom ers 
l iv e d  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  w orld .

As we s h a l l  see  in  th e  n e x t c h a p te r ,  Kuhn i s  fu n d am en ta lly  c o r r e c t  in

su g g e s tin g  t h a t  th e  "w orlds" o f  th e  p r e -  v e rsu s  p o s t-C o p e m ica n s  and

Chinese astronom ers a re  d i f f e r e n t ,  y e t  c a re  must be tak en  when ta lk in g

abou t groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  lo o k in g  a t  th e  "same o ld  o b je c t s ."  In

12Thomas S . Kuhn, The S tm c tu re  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  R e v o lu tio n s  
(C hicago, 1962) ,  p p . H 5 -1 Î6 I

^^Ibid,, p. 116.
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an a ly z in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  d u rin g  a c t s  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  con­

sc io u sn e ss  o f  p e rc e p tio n  we can ask  w hether d i f f e r e n t  p e r c ip ie n t s  a re  

in t e r p r e t in g  th e  same d a ta  d i f f e r e n t l y  o r in t e r p r e t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  d a t a . 

In  th e  more fundam ental c a se s  o f  d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p tio n s  among d i f f e r e n t  

p e rc e iv e rs  d u r in g  a c t s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess , th e r e  a re  two 

p o s s ib le  q u e s tio n s  t o  be asked  re g a rd in g  th e se  p r e - in t e r p r e t a t i o n  

ex periences*  ( l )  I s  th e  im m ed iate ly  g iv en  sense  d a ta  th e  same f o r  b o th  

groups o f  p e r c e iv e r s ,  and (2 ) Are th e  s t a t e s  o f  th e  p e r c ip i e n t s ' body 

and environm ent which a re  p e rc e iv e d  by means o f  apprehend ing  t h i s  

sense d a ta  th e  same f o r  b o th  groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts ?  As th e  j e t  H wot» 

f l i e s  over both  an a b o r ig in e  and a  w estern  man, th e  l a t t e r  may see  an 

a irp la n e  a s  p a r t  o f  th e  im m ediate phenom enological c o n te n t o f  h i s  p e r ­

c e p tio n , w h ile  th e  fa rm er may see  a  s tra n g e  b i r d .  The e x te rn a l  p h y s i­

c a l  o b je c t  o f  which each  p e rc e p tio n  i s  a  p e rc e p tio n  w i l l  b e , f o r  th e  

l a t t e r ,  an a i r p la n e ,  and may be f o r  th e  a b o rig in e  s im p ly  an u n id e n ti­

f ia b le  f ly in g  o b je c t  ( s in c e  th e  a b o rig in e  would, I  g u e ss , ag ree  upon 

le a rn in g  th a t  he was v iew ing a  human a r t i f a c t  t h a t  he had n o t seen a  

b i r d ) .  Now, n o t o n ly  i s  th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  im m ediate phenomenolo­

g ic a l  c o n te n t o f  p e rcep ticm  determ ined  by th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema, what h is  p e rc e p tio n s  a re  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  i s  a ls o  determ ined  

by h is  co n cep tu a l schema.

Thus w hile  jfc may re g a rd  p r e -  and p o s t-C o p e m ica n s  a s  lo o k in g  

a t  th e  "same o b je c t ,"  t h i s  m erely  means t h a t  r e l a t i v e  t o  our concep­

tu a l  schema th e  o b je c t  o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  i s  th e  same. C onsider 

th e  f a c t  th a t*

Oi a t  l e a s t  sev en teen  d i f f e r e n t  o ccas io n s  between I 69O and
1781, a  number o f  a s tro n o m ers , in c lu d in g  s e v e ra l  o f  E u ro p e 's
most em inent o b s e rv e rs , had seen  a  s t a r  in  p o s i t io n s  t h a t
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we now suppose m ust have been occupied  a t  th e  tim e by 
U ranus. [D uring th e s e  o b s e rv a tio n s , th e  o b je c t  in  ques­
t io n  was seen a s  a  s t a r  o r  com et. Then L e x e ll  su g g es ted ]
. . . t h a t  th e  o r b i t  was p ro b ab ly  p la n e ta r y .  When t h a t  
su g g estio n  was a cc ep te d , th e r e  were s e v e ra l  few er s t a r s  and 
one more p la n e t  i n  th e  w orld o f  th e  p r o fe s s io n a l  as tro n o m er.
A c e l e s t i a l  body t h a t  had been observed  o f f  and on f o r  
alm ost a  cen tu ry  was seen d i f f e r e n t l y  a f t e r  1?81.1

We would say  th a t  th e se  two s e t s  o f  astronom ers a re  bo th  lo o k in g  a t  

th e  p la n e t Uranus (and  we say  t h i s  a s  p e r c ip ie n ts  who b e lie v e  in  th e  

e x is te n c e  o f  th e  p la n e t  U ranus) b u t th e  f i r s t  group o f  astronom ers who 

n e v e r  came t o  accep t th e  e x is te n c e  o f  th e  p la n e t  we c a l l  Uranus w i l l  

have been p e rc e iv in g  a  d i f f e r e n t  o b je c t  a s  th e  o b je c t  o f  t h e i r  p e r ­

c e p t i ons — a  s t a r .  The on ly  sen se  in  which th e se  two s e t s  o f  

astronom ers a re  lo o k in g  a t  th e  "same o b je c t"  i s  t h a t  th e re  i s  a  "some­

th in g "  îd iich  th ey  can b o th  p ic k  o u t by o s te n s io n — and ag ree  t h a t  th ey

d isa g re e  ab o u t " t h a t . "

Now i t  m ight seem t h a t  th e re  must be a  su re  escape from th e  

p e rc e p tu a l r e la t iv is m  which th e se  l a s t  rem arks im p ly . Kuhn c o n s id e rs  

th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f escape  th ro u g h  an a n a ly s is  o f  p e rc e p tio n  in  te rm s 

o f  "some n e u tra l-o b s e rv a t io n  lan g u ag e , p erh ap s  one desig n ed  to  conform 

t o  th e  r e t i n a l  im p rin ts  th a t  m ediate what th e  s c i e n t i s t  s e e s ."  For 

he th in k s  t h a t  "on ly  in  one o f  th e s e  ways can  we hope t o  r e t r i e v e  a  

rea lm  in  which ex p erien ce  i s  ag a in  s ta b le  once and f o r  a l l . " ^ ^  I  

th in k  th a t  th e  appeal to  a  p u re -o b se rv a tio n  language i s ,  a s  Kuhn su s­

p e c t s ,  fa tu o u s .

B esides th e  m in d 's  o rd e r in g  o f  th e  im m ediate c o n te n t o f  a c t s  

o f  r e f l e c t i v e  a s  w e ll a s  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess , a  new a sp e c t

^ ^ Ib id . ,  p p . 114-115. 

^ ^ Ib id . ,  p .  124,
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o f  th e  s t r u c tu r in g  o f  ex p erien ce  can occu r d u r in g  r e f l e c t i v e  con­

s c io u s n e s s , The o b je c t  o f  th e  r e f l e c t i v e  a c t ,  th e  u n r e f le c t iv e  a c t ,  

may be analyzed  by an in t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  i t s  c o n te n t and t h i s  in te r p r e ­

t a t io n  w i l l  i t s e l f  be s tr u c tu r e d  by our co n cep tu a l schem as. Concen­

t r a t i n g  on th e  a scen sio n  o f  a  r id g e  i n  th e  S ie r r a  Nevada, one m ight, 

in  an a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess , become sudden ly  aware o f  a  

f u r ry  mammal. Then, one m ight do e i t h e r  o f two th in g s .  W hile s t i l l  

lo o k in g  a t  th e  mammal, one m ight r e f l e c t  on t h a t  p re s e n t  a c t  o f  un re— 

f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  and become aware th a t  one i s  co n sc io u s  o f  a  

marmot— e i t h e r  by an im m ediate i n f e r e n t i a l  a c t  o f  r e c o g n it io n  o r by 

in te r p r e t in g  o n e 's  ex p e rie n c e , because o f  a  d i s p o s i t io n a l  e x p e c ta tio n  

to  see marmots in  th e  a re a ,  by in f e r r in g  th a t  th e  brown b lu r  one 

i n d i s t i n c t l y  p e rc e iv e s  i s  a  marmot. On th e  o th e r  hand, one m ight 

l a t e r  r e f l e c t  on th e  remembered f a c t s  o f  what would th en  be a  p a s t  a c t  

o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess  and i n t e r p r e t  t h a t  p a s t  ex p erien ce  a s  

having been th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  a  m a r m o t ,R e g a r d i n g  K uhn's sugges­

t io n ,  any  given o b se rv a tio n  language which i s  u sed  to  i n t e r p r e t  what 

one p e rc e iv e s  w i l l  be " n e u tra l"  cmly f o r  those  who p a r t i c ip a te  in  th e  

a p p ro p ria te  language game o f  o b s e rv a tio n , th e re b y  a g ree in g  on th e  u se  

o f  th e  p r im it iv e  te rm s such a s  " r e t i n a l  im p r in t ,"  A gain, o n ly  th o se  

p e r c ip ie n ts  who p o sse s s  th e  same co n cep tu a l schema su b se t o f  observa­

t io n  w i l l  th o ro u g h ly  ag ree  on ( th e  in t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f )  what p a r t i c u l a r

^ n  c o n t r a s t ,  one m ight have sim ply  seen  th e  anim al a s  a  mar­
mot by an im m ediate a c t  o f  i n f e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n  d u rin g  th e  i n i t i a l  
a c t  o f  u n r e f le c t iv e  co n sc io u sn ess . These two c a se s  ( l )  o f  im m ediate 
r e c o g n it io n —w hether i n f e r e n t i a l  o r  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  and w hether d u rin g  
a c ts  o f  r e f l e c t i v e  o r u n r e f le c t iv e  con sc io u sn ess— and (z) o f  an i n t e r -  
p r e ta t io n  o f  o n e 's  e ^ r i e n c e —w hether a s  a  r e f l e c t i v e  a c t  d u r in g  th e  
occu rrence  o f th e  ex p erien ce  o r  p o s te r io r  to  th e  ex p e rien ce—must be 
c a r e f u l ly  k ep t d i s t i n c t .
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p e rc e p tio n s  a re  p e rc e p tio n s  o f ,

A c a u tio n a ry  n o te  i s  needed h e re .  From th e  fo reg o in g  rem arks 

about d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas i t  sh o u ld  n o t be concluded 

th a t  two co n cep tu a l schemas cou ld  d i f f e r  in  ev e ry  r e s p e c t  o r ,  i n  o th e r  

words, t h a t  e v e ry  com plete co n cep tu a l schema s u b se t  o f  one p e r c e iv e r 's  

ccm ceptual schema m ight have no common co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  w ith  th e  

co rresp o n d in g  com plete co n cep tu a l schema su b se t o f  a n o th e r  p e r c e iv e r ,

I  th in k  th a t  i t  i s  p ro b ab ly  t r u e ,  though I  w i l l  n o t a tte m p t to  argue 

f o r  t h i s ,  t h a t  g iven  what we mean by r a t i o n a l  th e re  a re  c e r ta in  e l e ­

ments which a re  common t o  th e  co n cep tu a l schemas o f a l l  r a t io n a l  

b e in g s , Kant m ight w e ll have id e n t i f i e d  a t  l e a s t  some o f  th e se  common 

f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  r a t i o n a l  b e in g s  i n  h i s  d is c u s ­

s io n  o f th o se  e lem en ts  o f  our co n cep tu a l schemas which he f e l t  were
17n e c e ssa ry  to  any e x p e r ie n c e .

A lso , i t  can be n o ted  th a t  th e  use (o f te n  unconsc ious) o f 

r u le s  i n  th e  i n f e r e n t i a l  re c o g n it io n  o f  o b je c ts  in  o rd in a ry  sen se  p e r ­

c e p tio n  i s  analogous t o  th e  u s e , d isc u sse d  above, o f  r u l e s  o f  make- 

b e lie v e  and v is io n  r u le s  in  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  and 

v is io n s .  A ll th re e  ty p e s  o f r u le s  a r e ,  when em ployed, p a r t  o f  th e  

co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  p e r c e iv e r 's  co n cep tu a l schema. However,

17'On th e  K antian  accoun t o f  e lem en ts  o f  ou r co n cep tu a l schemas 
which a re  n e c e ssa ry  f o r  ex p erien ce  f o r  u s  a s  r a t i o n a l  b e in g s , c e r ta in  
a l le g e d  m y s tic a l ex p e rie n ce s  co u ld  n o t have o ccu rred  and, hence, th e  
ex p erien ce  in  q u e s tio n  must have been m is in te rp re te d  by th e  m y s tic , 
W illiam  S ta c e , in  M ysticism  and P h ilo so p h y , l i s t s  a s  one o f  th e  d e f i ­
n i t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  what he c a l l s  th e  " i n t r o v e r t i ve" m y s tic a l 
ex p erien ce  "b e in g  n o n - s p a t ia l  and non-tem poral"  (p , 1 0 ), I t  cou ld  be 
p a r t  o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  a  m y s tic a l ex p erien ce  t h a t  th e  
m ystic  f e e l s  t h a t  th e  e:qperience has  no tem pora l o r  s p a t i a l  p r o p e r t ie s  
b u t,  on th e  K antian view , th e  ex p erien ce  must i n  a c tu a l i t y  have tem­
p o ra l  and s p a t i a l  p ro p e r tie s *  o th e rw ise  th e re  would be no e x p e r ie n c e .
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r u le s  o f  m ake-believe a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  o p e ra tiv e  and used  in  a l l  p e r­

c e p tio n s  o f th e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  o f  r e p re s e n ta t io n a l  a r t  b u t ,  as  

was p o in te d  o u t i n  C hap ter T hree, v is io n  r u le s  cannot be o p e ra tiv e  in  

th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  c e r t a in  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  and, s im i la r ly ,  r u l e s  a re  

n o t o p e ra tiv e  in  many o f  our o u r o rd in a ry  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  s in c e  our 

re c o g n it io n  o f  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  e n t i t i e s  i s  f re q u e n tly  n an - 

i n f e r e n t i a l  .

IV

N o n - m y s t ic - l i te r a l i s t  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d i s ­

cou rse  i n f e r e n t i a l l y  de term ine th e  p resen ce  o f  God (and a n g e ls ) . God i s  

b e lie v e d , in  o rd in a ry  d is c o u rs e ,  to  be p re s e n t  because He i s  so  id en ­

t i f i e d  by th e  p ro p h e ts  or on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  c h a ra c te r  o f  a c t s  which 

i t  i s  in f e r r e d  th a t  He i s  p erfo rm in g . I f  a c t s  o f ,  f o r  exam ple, a  p e r ­

f e c t l y  good c h a ra c te r  r e q u i r in g  an e x t r a o r d in a r i ly  pow erfu l ag en t a re  

perform ed, th en  i t  m ight be in f e r r e d  th a t  God i s  t h e i r  a u th o r . Any 

b e in g  whose e x is te n c e  i s  in f e r r e d  from what a re  a l le g e d  to  be h is  

a c t io n s  b u t who a c t s  m a lic io u s ly  o r  e x h ib i t s  a  la c k  o f  power could  n o t  

be God, F r ie d r ic h  S ch le ie rm ach er, in  The C h r is t ia n  F a i th , even 

d e f in e s  th e  lo c u tio n  "God” in  te rm s o f  an in fe re n c e  from  r e l ig io u s  

e x p e rie n c e . For him, "God" d en o tes  t h a t  b e in g  which must be in f e r r e d  

a s  th e  cause o f  th e  d e f in i t i v e  r e l ig io u s  ex p e rie n c e , o n e 's  " f e e l in g  o f  

a b so lu te  dependence," And, a s  we have a lre a d y  seen  i n  C hapter Two,

S t ,  A ugustine and S t ,  Thomas argue th a t  from  v i s ib le  m a n ife s ta tio n s  

o f  God th e  p e r c ip ie n t  can i n f e r  t h a t  God i s  p re s e n t  o r  t h a t  He has
4 0

c e r ta in  a t t r i b u t e s ,  S t ,  A ugustine su g g e s ts  t h a t  an analogy  f o r
18

See p p , 58-60 and 64-65 above.
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t h i s  in fe re n c e  to  G od's p re se n c e , c h a r a c te r ,  o r  a c t s  i s  th e  in f e r e n ­

t i a l  r e la t io n s h ip  between h e a r in g  an u t te ra n c e  and , th e re b y , h e a r in g  

( th a t )  th e  u t t e r e r  has c e r ta in  th o u g h ts , and S t .  Thomas models t h i s  

in fe re n c e  t o  th e  p re se n c e , e t c . ,  o f  God on th e  in fe re n c e  from m eta­

p h o r ic a l  t r u t h  t o  r e a l  t r u t h .  Thus, u s e r s  o f  th e o lo g ic a l  d is c o u rs e ,  

who th in k  t h a t  a  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God Ittm se lf i s  impos­

s ib l e ,  i n f e r  th e  p resen ce  o f  God o r  t h a t  He has a  c e r ta in  c h a ra c te r  o r  

i s  perfo rm ing  c e r t a in  a c t s ,  by u s in g  (p e rh ap s  u n co n sc io u sly ) a  r u le  

d is jo in in g  s e ts  o f  f e a tu re s  which a re  reg a rd ed  a s  s tro n g  ev idence f o r  

th e se  f a c t s .  T his r u le  d i s jo in s  th e  occu rrence  o f  m iracu lo u s , good, 

and might a c t s ,  p ro p h e tic  cledms t h a t  God i s  p r e s e n t ,  a  f e e l in g  o f  

"ab so lu te  dependence,** even v i s ib l e  m a n ife s ta t io n s  o f God, e t c .

Now, th e re  a re  th re e  p o s s ib le  ways in  which M y s tic u lts  co u ld  

claim  t h a t  t h e i r  G o d -v is io n s ,^ ^  a n g e l-v is io n s ,  e t c . ,  a re  v e r id ic a l ,

( i )  There m ight be M y s tic u lts  who would cla im  t h a t  th e re  a re  l i t e r a l  

t r u th s —such  a s  t h a t  claim ed by T e resa  in  R e la tio n  40 o f  h e r  L ife  

where she say s  t h a t  in  a  v is io n  she "saw how a l l  th in g s  a r e  seen  in  

God"—which a re  e n ta i l e d  by v is io n a ry  t r u t h s .  But th e y  would n o t 

claim  t h a t  th e re  a re  l i t e r a l  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  which 

correspond t o  such v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  a s ,  " I  see  God," " I  was touched  by 

an a n g e l ,"  e t c ,  ( i i )  There m ight be M y s tic u lts  who would th in k  t h a t

f o l lo w in g  th e  usage in  C hapter T hree , " M y s tic u lt"  d en o te s  a  
member o f  th e  . c la s s  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v is io n s  who claim  t o  have 
v is io n s  i n  which th e y  p e rce iv e  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  and " x -v is io n "  d en o te s  
a  v is io n  o f  an e n t i t y  th e  a c tu a l  e x is te n c e  o r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r 
a c tio n s  o f  which cannot be in f e r r e d  from th e  occu rrence  o f  th e  v is io n ,  
and th e  lo c u tio n  " v is io n  o f  x" w i l l  be used  t o  denote  a  v is io n  o f  an 
e n t i ty  which a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s  o r  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  a c t io n s  o f  an 
e n t i t y  which a c tu a l ly  e x i s t s .
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v is io n a ry  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls  e n t a i l  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

o f  co rresp o n d en t a c tu a l  sen so ry  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .  I . e .  

th e y  would th in k  th a t  v is io n a ry  t r u t h s  e n t a i l  l i t e r a l  t r u t h s  abou t th e  

e x is te n c e  o f  p e r c e p t ib le  o b je c ts  s im i la r  to  th e  way in  which p h o to g ra­

p h ic  t r u t h s  o f  o rd in a ry , u n re to u ch ed , n o n - tr ic k  pho tographs e n t a i l  

l i t e r a l  t r u t h s  abou t th e  e x is te n c e  o f  s e n s ib le  o b je c ts .^ ^  ( i l l )  There 

m ight be M y s tic u lts  who would claim  t h a t  v is io n a ry  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God, 

a n g e ls , e t c , ,  sim ply  a re  a c tu a l  p e rc e p tio n s  o f th e se  b e in g s  ex cep t 

t h a t  th e  fo rm er o ccu r on ly  in  c e r t a in  c ircu m stan ces—e , g , when one 

m e d ita te s , when God o r  an an g e l chooses to  make h im se lf  p e rc e p t ib le  t o  

th e  m y s tic , when th e  f iv e  s p i r i t u a l  se n se s  a re  u sed , e t c ,  M y s tic u lts  

whose c la im s o f  th e  v e r i d l c a l i t y  o f  t h e i r  v is io n s  f a l l  i n to  c a te g o r ie s

( i i )  and ( i i i )  a re  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s .

R egarding  th e  second p o s s i b i l i t y ,  some p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v is io n s  

m ight have t h o u ^ t  i t  a p p ro p ria te  to  d e sc rib e  t h e i r  v is io n s  a s  i f  th e y

were sœ ie th in g  l i k e  a  " r e a l i s t i c "  o r  " l i f e - l i k e "  p h o tog raph , o r  m ovie,

o f  God o r  C h r is t  o r  some a n g e ls , a  c h a r a c te r iz a t io n  o f  a t  l e a s t  ima­

g in a ry  v is io n s  im p lied  by S t ,  John o f  th e  C ro s s 's  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  ima­

g in a ry  v is io n s  a s  l i k e

a  l ig h te n in g  f l a s h ,  w hich, on a  d a rk  n ig h t ,  r e v e a ls  th in g s  
sudden ly , and cau ses  them to  be c l e a r ly  and d i s t i n c t l y  
seen , and th en  le a v e s  them in  d a rk n e ss , a lth o u g h  th e  form s
and f ig u r e s  o f  them rem ain  in  t t e  fancy  , , , th o se  th in g s
t h a t  th e  s p i r i t  has seen  in  th a t  l i g h t  rem ained im pressed  
upon i t  i n  such a  way t h a t  whensoever i t  ob serv es  them i t  
s e e s  them in  i t s e l f  a s  i t  saw them b e fo re ; even a s  in  a  
m irro r  th e  form s th a t  a re  in  i t  a r e  seen whensoever a  man 
lo o k s  in  i t , 21

Though th e  s e n s ib le  o b je c ts  whose e x is te n c e  i s  e n ta i l e d  by 
th e  photograph  may n o t be th e  s e n s ib le  o b je c ts  o f  which th e  view er 
th in k s  th e  photograph  i s  a  p h o tog raph , p a r t i c u la r ly  i f  th e  o b je c t  
photographed  i s  smauLl o r  a t  a  g r e a t  d is ta n c e ,

2 1 s t ,  John o f  th e  C ro ss, A scen t. Bk, I I ,  Ch. 24*5.



204

There a re  m ake-believe r u l e s  o f th e  s o r t  o p e ra tiv e  in  r e p re s e n ta ­

t i o n a l  a r t  which a re  o p e ra tiv e  in  our p e rc e p tio n  o f  p h o to g rap h ic  

t r u t h s  (ev idenced  by th e  f a c t  th a t  peop le  u n fa m ilia r  w ith  photography 

w i l l  tu rn  a  b la c k  and w hite photograph over and o v er, t r y in g  to  d is ­

ce rn  i t s  use o r  s ig n i f i c a n c e ) .  But b e s id e s  th e  m ake-believe t r u th s  

which we can p e rc e iv e  when lo o k in g  a t  a  " r e a l i s t i c "  o r  " l i f e - l i k e "  

pho tog raph , th e r e  must be co rresp o n d en t l i t e r a l  t r u t h s  which can a ls o  

a c tu a l ly  be p e rc e iv e d  (a s  lo n g  a s ,  e . g . ,  th e  photograph "came o u t ,"  

i s  a  c lo se -u p  photograph  o f f a i r l y  la r g e ,  no rm ally  p e r c e p t ib le  o b je c ts ,  

e t c . ) .

To say  t h a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  photograph  i s  a  good r e a l i s t i c  o r 

l i f e - l i k e  photograph  o f some o b je c t  i s  t o  say  t h a t  th e re  a c tu a l ly  

e x i s t s  o r  e x is te d  a  p e r c e p t ib le  o b je c t d e p ic te d  by th e  photograph 

(though  i t  may n o t a c tu a l ly  have p r e c is e ly  th o se  p ro p e r t ie s  which th e  

photograph  d e p ic ts  i t  a s  p o s s e s s in g ) .  S ta tem en ts  l i k e ,  " I  see  Cousin 

M o rtim er's  sm ilin g  f a c e ,"  u t t e r e d  by knowing p a r t i c ip a n ts  in  th e  game 

o f  m ake-believe o p e ra tiv e  i n  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  m ake-believe t r u t h s  

i n  a  l i f e - l i k e  photograph  th e y  a re  in s p e c t in g ,  e n t a i l  a  commitment to  

th e  a c tu a l  e x is te n c e  o f sane p e rc e p t ib le  o b je c t  o th e r  th an  th e  pho to ­

graph i t s e l f —v i z , in  t h i s  in s ta n c e  Cousin M o rtim er's  f a c e .  Thus, 

in s o f a r  a s  th e  p e r c ip ie n ts  o f  v is io n s  o f  God and a n g e ls , who knowingly 

p a r t i c ip a te  in  th e  game o f  v is io n  r u le s  o f th e  v is io n s  which th e y  

p e rc e iv e , would th in k  i t  a p p ro p ria te  t o  re g a rd  t h e i r  v is io n s  a s  l i k e  

" r e a l i s t i c "  o r  " l i f e - l i k e "  pho to g rap h s, th e  accep tance o f  th e  v is io n ­

a ry  t r u t h s  o f t h e i r  v is io n s  e n t a i l s  a  commitment to  th e  a c tu a l  e x is ­

ten ce  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form s o f God and a n g e ls .

A lso , im ag inary  G od-v lsions and a n g e l-v is io n s  i n  which v is io n
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r u le s  a re  n o t o p e ra t iv e ,  which a re  b e lie v e d  to  be genu ine , and in  

which God, a n g e ls , and o th e r  e n t i t i e s  a r e  no t th o u g h t to  be l i t e r a l l y  

s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv ed  th rough  t h e i r  p ro p e r  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form s r e p re ­

se n te d  by means o f  th e  "im ages" o f  th e  v is io n ,  sh o u ld  be re g a rd e d  a s  

v e r id ic a l  in  manner ( i i ) .  F o r, a s  was argued a t  th e  end o f  C hapter 

Two, to  "p e rc e iv e "  God o r  an g e ls  o r  o th e r  e n t i t i e s  by means o f  m ental 

im ages e n t a i l s  th a t  some im agined p h y s ic a l  form and some im agined 

sense  q u a l i t i e s  a re  "p e rce iv ed "  a s  s p a t i a l l y  lo c a te d  and from  a  p o in t  

o f  view . T h is  in  tu rn  e n t a i l s  t h a t  God o r  th e  a n g e ls ,  e t c , ,  could be 

l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  from a  p o in t  o f  v iew , and a s  s p a t i a l l y  lo c a te d , by 

means o f a  s im i la r  p h y s ic a l  form and s im i la r  sen se  q u a l i t i e s .

Now, c o n s id e r  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  who do n o t  in f e r  th e  p resence 

o f  God and an g e ls  d u r in g  t h e i r  v is io n s  th rough  th e  u se  o f d is ju n c t iv e  

r u l e s .  Of th e se  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s ,  th o se  who c la im  th a t  t h e i r  God- 

v is io n s  and a n g e l-v is io n s  a re  v e r id ic a l  i n  manner ( i i i )  and who would 

p ro fe s s  t h a t  th e y  p e rc e iv e  God and a n g e ls  by means o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  

o r  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s o f  th e se  b e in g s , have a  concep­

t u a l  schema which d i f f e r s  in  manner from th a t  o f  th e  u s e r  o f  o rd i­

n a ry  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e ,  (To my m ind, s in c e  iru le s  a re  n o t  o p e ra tiv e  

i n  in s ta n c e s  o f n o n - in f e r e n t ia l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n , I  do n o t th in k  t h a t  

r u le s  a re  in v o lv ed  in  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  r e c o g n it io n s  o f  type ( i i i )  in  

th e  sen so ry  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God, a n g e ls ,  e t c , ,  and t h e i r  p r o p e r t ie s ,  b u t  

I  w i l l  n o t a ttem p t to  s e t t l e  th a t  i s s u e  h e r e ,)  T hat i s ,  m y stic  l i t ­

e r a l i s t s  whose v is io n s  a re  subsumable u n d er c a te g o ry  ( i i i )  have a  

d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schema from u s e r s  o f  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  i f

th e y  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  a c tu a l ly  re c o g n iz e  o r  p e rc e iv e  God and  a n g e l s ,^  
22 V isio n s  f re q u e n t ly  occur d u r in g  th e  fo u r  su c c e ss iv e  s ta g e s
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Whereas n o n -ch ick e n -sex e rs  conclude what th e  g en d er o f a  p a r t i c u l a r  

c h ic k  i s  on th e  b a s is  o f  a  d is ju n c t iv e  s e t  o f  b io lo g ic a l  and func­

t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f t h a t  c h ic k , a  member o f  th e  t r i b e  o f  

c h ic k e n -se x e rs  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  p e rc e iv e s  th e  gender o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  

young ch ick en . In  a  s im i la r  manner, th e s e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  non- 

i n f  e r e n t i a l ly  p e rc e iv e  God and a n g e ls  w hile  th e  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  

th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  conclude t h a t  th e se  b e in g s  a re  p r e s e n t ,  e t c . ,  

on the  b a s is  o f  th e  occu rrence  o f ,  e . g . ,  m ira c u lo u s , good, and m ighty 

a c t s .  I n  a c tu a l ly  p e rc e iv in g  God o r  an a n g e l,  i t  m ight s im p ly  be 

p a r t  o f th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  th e  v is io n a ry  e x p e rien ce  o f  

M y s tic u lts  whose v is io n s  f i t  c a te g o ry  ( i i i )  t h a t  i t  i s  God whom th e y  

p e rc e iv e .  T h is  does n o t ,  o f  c o u rse , o b v ia te  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  th e  

f e a tu r e s  o f th e  being  which i s  a c tu a l ly  p e rc e iv e d  a c t  a s  "cues"  t o  th e  

r e c o g n i t io n  o f  th a t  be in g  a s  God j u s t  a s  th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  c h ic k s  may 

a c t  as p e rc e p tu a l  "cu es"  f o r  th e  c h ic k e n -se x e r  *s n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  

r e c o g n i t io n  o f  a  c h ic k 's  g en d er.

I t  m ight be o b je c te d  h e re , though , t h a t  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  

whose v is io n s  a re  v e r id ic a l  i n  manner ( i i i )  and u s e r s  o f non-m ystic

o f  the C h r is t ia n  U n itiv e  L i f e ;  th e y  a re  e s p e c ia l ly  p e rv a s iv e  d u rin g  
e c s ta s y .  Thus, in  th e  fo llo w in g  d is c u s s io n  o f  G od 's f e l t  p resence  
d u rin g  th e se  f o u r  s ta g e s .  P o u la in  a g re e s  by im p lic a tio n  th a t  d u rin g  
th e  v is io n s  o c c u rr in g  in  th e  co u rse  o f  th e se  fo u r  s ta g e s ,  God (and 
t h i s  would ap p ly  by e x te n s io n  to  a n g e ls )  i s  o f te n  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  
reco g n ized !

By way o f [ o rd in a ry  ex p erien ce  o f th e  d iv in e  lo v e ] ,  you 
know only  one th in g —t h a t  your so u l i s  in flam ed  by lo v e .
By a  r a p id  deduction  you then  say  t o  y o u r s e lf  t h a t  God a lo n e  
could  be th e  a u th o r  o f such a  s t a t e ,  and by a  second argu­
ment you conclude th a t  He i s  p r e s e n t .  But , ,  , [d u rin g  th e  
fo u r  s ta g e s  o f th e  U n itiv e  L i f e ]  th e  so u l p ro ceed s  q u i te  
o th e rw ise . She h a s  an ex p e rim en ta l knowledge, analogous t o  
th a t  o f  th e  sen ses  which do n o t  re a so n ; th e  s o u l  th en  p e r­
c e iv e s ;  sh e  does n o t co n c lu d e . (P o u la in , G races, p ,  6?)
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l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  do n o t have a  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas o f  ty p e  s in c e  th e y  do n o t  ex p e rien ce  th e  same sen se  s t i ­

muli* th e  non -m ystic  has no (a p p a re n t)  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  i n  which he 

p e rc e iv e s  God H im self o r an an g e l i t s e l f .  However, th e  c la u se  "g iven  

s im ila r  sense  s t im u l i"  which i s  a  n e c e ssa ry  p re c o n d itio n  f o r  th e  

a p p l i c a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  n o tio n  o f  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  c o n c e p tu a l schemas 

must be u n d ersto o d  a s  h y p o th e t ic a l .  That i s ,  ^  n o n - m y s t ic - l i t e r a l -  

i s t s  were to  r e c e iv e  th e  same sen se  s t im u li  a s  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  who 

have (a p p a re n t)  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  in  which th e y  p e rc e iv e  God H im self 

o r  an an g e l i t s e l f ,  such i n i t i a l  e x p e rien c e s  cou ld  o n ly  be c l a s s i f i e d  

by n o n -m y s tic - l i te ra O d s ts  a s  h a l lu c in a to ry  under t h e i r  a  p r i o r i  con­

c e p tu a l schema. Such ap p aren t sen se  ejçperiences o f  God m ight n o t ,  o f  

c o u rse , be ex p erien ced  a t  th e  moment o f  t h e i r  in c e p tio n  a s  h a l lu c in a ­

to r y ,  They m ight appear t o  be v e r id ic a l  e x p e rie n c e s  a t  th e  moment o f  

t h e i r  occu rrence  j u s t  a s  more o rd in a ry  h a l lu c in a t io n s  commonly appear 

a t  f i r s t  t o  th e  p e rc e iv e r  t o  be e x p e rie n c e s  o f  r e a l ,  p e r c e p t ib le  

o b je c ts  a t  th e  tim e o f  th e  o ccu rren ce . But th o u g h tfu l  r e f l e c t i o n  

would le a d  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t ,  a s  lo n g  a s  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema 

rem ains u n a l te r e d , t o  c a te g o r iz e  h i s  e x p e r ie n c e s , l i k e  th e  f a n ta s ie s  

o f  th e  in e b r ia te d ,  a s  h a llu (d .n a to ry ,^ ^

Hence, f o r  th e  u s e r  o f n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d is ­

co u rse , a l l  ap p a ren t in s ta n c e s  o f  h i s  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l  sen se  p e rc e p tu a l 

r e c o g n it io n  o f  th e  p resen ce  o f God o r  a n g e ls— i , e ,  p u rp o rte d  m y s tic a l

^ O f  cou rse  a f t e r  i n i t i a l  (a p p a re n t)  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God 
and a n g e ls , th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  m ight 
become a l t e r e d  such  th a t  he would th en  c a te g o r iz e  th e s e  expeariences a s  
l i t e r a l  sense  p e rc e p tio n s .  The p o s s i b i l i t y  and r a t i o n a l  c o n d itio n s  o f  
such a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas i s  d isc u sse d  i n  C hapter S ix ,
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e x p e rien ces  in v o lv in g  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e s e  d iv in e  b e in g s—w i l l  

n o t even count a s  v e r id ic a l  p e rc e p tio n s ,  w hether i n f e r e n t i a l  o r  n o t ,  

o f  th e  p re sen ce  o f God o r  a n g e ls . P u rp o rted  a c tu a l  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  

o f  God o r  a n g e ls  w i l l ,  f o r  th e  u s e r  o f  non-m ystic  w estern  r e l ig io u s  

d is c o u rs e ,  be t r e a t e d ,  and a re  t r e a te d ,  l i k e  supposedly  a c tu a l  sense  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  P egasus,

M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  whose v is io n s  would be c l a s s i f i e d  under 

ca teg o ry  ( i i )  m ight have re c e iv e d  c o rp o re a l v is io n s  In  which th e y  non- 

i n f e r e n t i a l l y  p e rc e iv e  th e  p resen ce  o f  God o r o f an a n g e l. Or th e y  

m ight ex p e rien ce  e i t h e r  re c e iv e d  c r  p e rc e iv e d  im aginary  v is io n s  d u rin g  

which th e y  p e rc e iv e ,  i n f e r e n t i a l l y  o r n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y ,  th e  p resen ce  

o f God o r  o f  an a n g e l .  I n  e i t h e r  c a se , th e  v is io n a ry  t r u th s  about 

th o se  v is io n a ry  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  e n t a i l  p o s s ib le  a c tu a l  sen so ry  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  by means o f  which God o r  an an g e l i s  n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  reco g ­

n iz a b le ,  A gain, t h i s  su b se t o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  whose v is io n s  a re  

v e r id ic a l  i n  manner ( i i )  w i l l  have a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas 

o f  type from t h a t  o f  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e .  

M oreover, by a n a lo g ic a l  re a so n in g  w ith  th e  t r i b e s  o f  ch ick en - 

se x e rs  and n o n -ch ick en -sex e rs  and th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  heavens o f  

th e  p r e -  and  p o s t-C o p em ican  as tro n o m ers, we can make sense  o u t o f  

th e  c la im s o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s .  We can make sense  out o f  t h e i r  

c la im s to  l i t e r a l l y  s e e , be touched  by, e t c , ,  God and a n g e ls  in  v i r ­

tu e  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  th e se  b e in g s  o r  by means 

o f  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  ( o r ,  i n  th e  case  o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t s  whose v is io n s  a re  o f  type  [ i i ] ,  c la im s t h a t  th e  t r u th s  o f  t h e i r  

v is io n s  e n t a i l  t h a t  God i s  a c tu a l ly  p e r c e p t ib le ,  by means of sense 

q u a l i t i e s  o r  o f  a  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , to  th e  e x te rn a l
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s e n s e s ) .

C h ick en -sex ers  can n o n - in f  e r e n t i a l l y  see  young ch ick en s a s  

male o r  a s  fem ale , and can th u s  p e rc e iv e  in s ta n c e s  o f  p r o p e r t ie s  which 

a re  in  them selves im p e rc e p tib le  t o  n o n -c h ic k e n -se x e rs ; th e  p o s t -  

C opem ican (and C hinese) aistronoraers whom Kuhn a l lu d e s  t o  p e rc e iv e d  

changes in  th e  te a v e n s  w hile  t h e i r  p re -C o p em ican  c o u n te rp a r ts  saw an 

immutable heaven (saw th e  heavens a s  im m utab le). I n  n o n -m y stic -  

l i t e r a l i s t  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e ,  t o  say  th a t  one, e . g , ,  " se e s  

God," i s  to  sa y  t h a t  one i n f e r s  th e  p resen ce  o f  God from what a re  

tak en  to  be a c t io n s  w hich, i t  i s  in f e r r e d ,  He i s  perfo rm ing—f o r  

exam ple, p a r t in g  th e  w a te rs  o f  th e  Red Sea o r  p ro d u cin g  th e  f e e l in g  o f  

a b so lu te  dependence. T h is  i s  l i k e  th e  n o n -c h ic k e n -se x e r ' s  c la im  t h a t  

he can "see  th e  gender o f  t h i s  ch ick "  when he d is c o v e rs ,  by d is s e c ­

t i o n ,  x - ra y in g , e t c . ,  t h a t  th e  c h ic k  in  q u e s tio n  p o s se s se s  a  p a r t ic u ­

l a r  an a to m ica l f e a tu r e .  P a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  c h ic k e n -se x e rs , m y stic  

l i t e r a l i s t s  may n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  p e rc e iv e  th e  p resen ce  o f  God and 

a n g e ls— e i t h e r  when th e  p e r c e p t ib le  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  p ro p e r  s e n se -p e r­

c e p t ib le  f c m s  of th e s e  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  a c t  a s  cues f o r  th e  m y stic  

l i t e r a l i s t s *  r e c o g n it io n  o r a p a r t  from  any f e a tu r e s  which a c t  a s  p e r ­

c e p tu a l  cu e s . The re a so n  th a t  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s ,  u n lik e  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s ,  can n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  p e rc e iv e  th e  p re sen ce  o f  God o r 

a n g e ls  i s  t h a t  f o r  them—t h a t  i s ,  i t  i s  a  p a r t  o f  th e  lo g ic  o f  t h e i r  

language game o f  p e rc e p tio n  th a t —God and a n g e ls  a re  th em selv es sense  

p e r c e p t ib le .  And, p a r a l l e l l i n g  th e  p o s t-C o p em ican  and Chinese 

astronom ers v e rsu s  th e  p re -C o p em ican  astronom ers su g g ested  by Kuhn, 

who reg a rd ed  th e  heavens a s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  m utable and im m utable, 

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  have a
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d if f e r e n c e  o f  c o n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  Dg,

As we saw i n  C hap ter Two, th e o lo g ia n s  such a s  A ugustine and 

Aquinas who r e p re s e n t  th e  o rthodox o rd in a ry  r e l ig i o u s  d is c o u rs e  ho ld  

t h a t  i t  i s  l o g i c a l ly  im p o ss ib le  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  have p ro p e r  sense- 

p e r c e p t ib le  fo rm s, and t h a t  i t  i s  l o g i c a l ly  im p o ss ib le  t h a t  God Him­

s e l f  and a n g e ls  them selves be p e rc e iv e d  n o n - in f e r e n t ia l ly  (w hether 

p e rc e iv e d  m e d ia te ly  or im m ediately ) by means o f  sense  p e r c e p t io n s .  

M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  have a  d if f e r e n c e  o f 

co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  because, w hile  a g re e in g  ab o u t a l l  th e  

o th e r  a t t r i b u t e s  o f th e s e  b e in g s , th e y  subsume God and a n g e ls  under 

one s e t  o f  o n to lo g ic a l ly  c o n tr a d ic to ry  c a te g o r ie s  i sen se  p e r c e p t i ­

b i l i t y  and sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty . Thus, a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas o f  type  i s  th e  b a s is  o f  th e  d if f e r e n c e  o f  schemas o f  ty p e  

between u s e rs  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  

r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e .

24I t  i s  w orth  n o tin g  a n o th e r  i n t e r e s t i n g  (though r a t h e r  d i s ­
s im i la r )  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  %  between u s e r s  o f  
o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  and th o se  who p a r t i c ip a te  i n  th e  
language games o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  re g a rd in g  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  a n g e ls .  Taking them f o r  th e  
moment a s  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e s  o f  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l i g i o u s  d i s ­
c o u rse , th e  p o s i t io n  o f  th o se  more r e c e n t  B ib l ic a l  s c h o la r s  who sub­
s c r ib e  t o  th e  Bultm annian n o tio n  o f  "de-mythologizing** th e  New T e s ta ­
ment can be summarized i n  B ultm ann 's fo llo w in g  e :q )o s itio n  o f  t h i s  
p o s i t io n .  He say s  t h a t  i t  i s  " im p o ss ib le"  f o r  modem man t o  a c c e p t 
th e  "m y th ica l"  view o f  th e  w orld ( in c lu d in g , e , g , ,  a n g e l ic  v i s i t a ­
t io n s )  t

because no man can adop t a  view  o f  th e  w orld  by h i s  own 
v o l i t io n  , , , o f  co u rse  such a  view i s  n o t a b s o lu te ly  
u n a l te r a b le ,  and th e  in d iv id u a l  may even c o n tr ib u te  t o  i t s  
change. But he can do so  on ly  when he i s  fa c e d  by a  s e t  
o f  f a c t s  so com pelling  a s  to  make h i s  p re v io u s  view o f  th e  
w orld  u n te n a b le , , , , now t h a t  th e  fo rc e s  and th e  law s o f  
n a tu re  have been d isc o v e re d , we can no lo n g e r  b e lie v e  in  
s p i r i t s ,  w hether good o r  e v i l ,  (Rudolph Bultm ann, "New 
Testam ent and M ythology," in  Kerygma and Myth, e d , Hans
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Given t h i s  d if f e r e n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  Dg between 

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and u s e r s  o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  western r e l ig io u s  

d is c o u rs e ,  i t  i s  e v id e n t t h a t  th e  fo llo w in g  rem ark , r e p re s e n ta t iv e  o f  

th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n ,  o f  Evelyn U n d e r h i l l 's ,  a g a in s t  th e  

i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s o f  a c tu a l  sen se  p ercep ­

t io n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  i s  a s  much m isd ire c te d  a s  erroneous*

M a te r i a l i s t i c  p i e ty  , . , would have u s  b e lie v e  t h a t  S t ,
Anthony o f  Padua r e a l l y  h e ld  th e  I n f a n t  C h r is t  i n  h is  arms, 
and th a t  th e  Holy Ghost t r u e ly  t o l d  th e  B lessed  A ngela o f 
P o ligno  t h a t  He loved  h e r  b e t t e r  th a n  any o th e r  woman i n  
th e  Vale o f  S p o le to  , , , [ M a t e r i a l i s t i  c p ie ty ]  tu rn s  dreams 
in to  m ira c le s  and d rag s  down th e  sym bolic v is io n s  o f  g en iu s  
to  th e  l e v e l  o f  p io u s  h a l lu c in a t io n ,25

L ike o th e r  u s e r s  o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l i g i o u s  d is c o u rs e , such a s  

Thomas and Haimonides who r e f e r  to  v is io n s  a s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  "m eta­

p h o r ic a l"  and " a l l e g o r i c a l ,  " U n d e rh ill  th in k s  t h a t  th e  a p p a ren t sense 

p e rc e p tio n s  in v o lv ed  in  v is io n s  (and " lo c u t io n s " )  a re  n o t l i t e r a l l y  

sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  b u t  o n ly  sy m b o lica lly  re p re s e n ta ­

t i v e  o f r e l ig io u s  t r u t h s .

T h is i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  v is io n s  c o n t r a s t s  sh a rp ly  w ith  th e  

p rim a f a c ie  l i t e r a l n e s s  o f  th e  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and an g e ls

W emer B artsch  [New York, 1961] ,  p p . 3- 4 )
Bultmann has a  co n cep tu a l schema widch d i f f e r s  in  manner D2 from th a t  
o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  in  t h a t  he c a te g o r iz e s  an g e ls  a s  n o n -e x is te n t  
w hile  th e y  subsume th e se  b e in g s  under th e  c a te g o ry  o f  th e  a c tu a l ly  
e x i s t e n t .  T h is  d if f e re n c e  o f co n cep tu a l schemas in  tu rn  e n t a i l s  a  
d if f e r e n c e  o f type D2 o f  th e  s o r t  t h a t  g e n e ra l ly  h o ld s  between u s e rs  
o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  and u s e rs  o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d is ­
cou rse  s in c e  w hile  a n g e ls  a re  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  b e in g s  f o r  th e  fo rm er, 
B ultm annians o b v io u sly  re g a rd  a n g e ls , b e in g  n o n -e x is te n t ,  a s  sense  
im p e rc e p tib le ,

^ ^ U n d e rh ill, M ysticism , p .  26? ( i t a l i c s  m in e).
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o c c u rrin g  d u rin g  v is io n s  and c o n tr a d ic ts  many m y s tic s ' own in te r p r e ­

t a t i o n —w hether e x p l i c i t  o r  im p lied  by t h e i r  r e a c t io n s —o f  th e se  

p u ta t iv e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s .  M ystic l i t e r a l i s t  s ta te m e n ts  in d ic a t in g  

th e  l i t e r a l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God and a n g e ls  d u r in g  v is io n s  a r e  to o  

fre q u e n t and to o  bo ld  t o  be f a c i l e l y  d ism isse d . F u rth erm o re , I  ag ree  

w ith  Anton P o u la in ' s  g e n e ra l  assessm en t o f  th e  e x te n t  to  which th e  

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t ' s  own c o n s tru a l  o f  th e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  p e rso n ­

ages o c c u rr in g  d u rin g  v is io n s  sh o u ld  be a c c e p te d . A lthough P o u la in  

does n o t ex ten d  h is  rem arks to  cover sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and 

a n g e ls , I  th in k  t h a t  c o n s id e ra t io n s  o f  c o n s is te n c y  would argue th a t  

such p e rc e p tu a l c la im s be t r e a t e d  in  an eq u a l manner when P o u la in  

says*

[T h e] d o c tr in e  o f  a  p e rso n a l a c t io n  i s  h e ld  by a l l  th e  
s a in t s  who have seen  c a rp a re a l  a p p a r i t io n s .  They have n ev er 
im agined t h a t  th e y  had b efo re  them, o r  t h a t  th e y  h e ld  in  
t h e i r  arm s, a  mere s ta tu e ,  m l y  d i f f e r in g  from o th e rs  by th e  
p e r f e c t io n  o f  c o lo u r  o r movement. T h is i s  e v id e n t from t h e i r  
acco u n ts  o f  what had p assed  and from t h e i r  a c t io n s .  F o r 
example* S t ,  Anthony o f  Padua covered th e  I n f a n t  J e su s  w ith  
k i s s e s .  I t  was c e r t a in ly  a  q u e s tio n  o f  a  corpooreal a p p a r i­
t i o n ,  f o r  he touched  th e  Holy C h ild , and th e  scene was w it­
n essed  by th e  owner o f th e  house where th e  s a i n t  lo d g ed ,
S t ,  P e te r ,  a t  th e  g a te  o f  Rome, threw  h im se lf  a t  the  f e e t  o f  
th e  a p p a r i t io n  , , , say in g  , , , 'L o rd , w h ith e r  g o e s t th o u ? '
T h is  p h rase  would have no meaning i f  he had th o u g h t t h a t  he 
was speak in g  to  a  mere im age.26

A re c o g n it io n  th a t  th e re  i s  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas 

o f  ty p e  Dg between m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and u s e r s  o f o rd in a ry  o r th e o lo ­

g ic a l  w estern  r e l ig io u s  language makes i t  e v id e n t t h a t  a s s e r t io n s  l ik e  

U n d e r h i l l 's  t h a t  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  i s  sim ply  wrong m iss 

th e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f  th e  l i n g u i s t i c  oddness o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s 

w ith in  th e  language gam e(s) o f  o rd in a ry  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u r s e ,  S ta te -

^^Poulain, Graces, p, 316,
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m ents l i k e  U n d e r h i l l 's  a re  d e fe c t iv e  because s im p l i s t i c .  I t  i s  no t 

s im p ly  th e  case  th a t  e i t h e r  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a re  c o r re c t  o r 

t h a t  th e  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  a r e  c o r re c t  in  t h e i r  

c la im s . T h e ir  d isagreem ent i s  a  l o g i c a l ,  n o t a  f a c t u a l ,  m a tte r .

The (a p p a re n t)  c o n tr a d ic t io a  between th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  

c la im s o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  and  the  a s s e r t io n s  of 

u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isco u rse  t h a t  th e re  are  n o  in ­

s ta n c e s  i n  which God and a n g e ls  a re  sense p e rc e p t ib le ,  e i t h e r  by means 

o f  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  o r  th e  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  p ro p er 

s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s o f  th ese  b e in g s , i s  p r e c is e ly  what sh o u ld  be 

ex p ec ted  i f  th e y  have d if f e re n c e s  o f  ty p e s  and Dg between t h e i r  

co n cep tu a l schem as, C h icken -sexers  and n o n -ch ick en -sex e rs  th in k  th a t  

th e  gender o f a  young ch icken  i s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  a  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  

and a  se n se - im p e rc e p tib le  q u a l i ty .  While th e  farm er can d i r e c t l y  and 

n o n - in f e r e n t i a l ly  p e rc e iv e  th e  gender o f a  ch ick  th e  l a t t e r  can n o t. 

C e r ta in  p r e -  and p o s t-C o p em ican s  th o u g h t, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  th a t  th e  

heavens a re  immutable and m utable and w hereas th e  form er d id  n o t  p er­

c e iv e  change i n  th e  heavens, th e  l a t t e r  d id .  M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  and 

n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  th in k —th a t  i s ,  i t  i s  p a r t  o f th e  lo g ic  o f  

t h e i r  c o n c ep tu a l schemais o f  p e rc e p tio n —r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  t h a t  God and 

a n g e ls  a r e  sense  p e r c e p t ib le  and sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  b e in g s  and the 

fo rm er b u t  n o t th e  l a t t e r  b e lie v e  (and have ex p erien ces  which accord 

w ith  th o se  b e l i e f s )  t h a t  th e re  a re  in s ta n c e s  o f l i t e r a l  sense percep­

t io n s  o f  th e se  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s . The c o n tra d ic t io n  between th e  con­

c e p tu a l  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  th e  members o f  each 

o f  th e se  p a i r in g s  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  r e s u l t s  i n  c o n tra d ic to ry  s e ts  o f  

p e rc e p tio n s  between each  o f  th e  s e t s  o f members i n  each p a i r in g .  An
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ex p erien ce  which one member o f  th e  p a i r  o f  p e r c ip ie n t s  re g a rd s  a s  a  

v e r id ic a l  p e rc e p tio n  th e  o th e r  member re g a rd s  a s  h a l lu c in a to ry .  T h is  

i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  th e  c o n tra d ic t io n s  between t h e i r  language gam e(s) o f  

p e rc e p tio n — which i s  why m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s a re  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  

odd w ith in  th e  language garae(s) o f  o rd in a ry  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse — and 

i s  e n ta i l e d  by t h e i r  d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e  Dg,

Thus, u n le s s  a  c r i t i c ,  l ik e  U n d e rh il l ,  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l -
27i s t  p o s i t io n  advances a  p e rsu a s iv e  argum ent a g a in s t  th e  ad o p tio n  o f 

th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t ,  no more can be claim ed 

th an  t h i s :  from th e  p o in t  o f  view o f th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  th e  u se r  

o f n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e ,  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a re  

m istaken to  suppose t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  l i t e r a l l y  p e rc e iv e d  by 

means o f sen se  q u a l i t i e s  o r  a  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  th e se  

b e in g s . Or r a t h e r ,  s in c e  we alw ays speeik from w ith in  a  co n cep tu a l 

schema, f l a t l y  to  c la im , a p a r t  from any argum ent a g a in s t  th e  adop tion  

o f  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema, t h a t  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  i s  

erro n eo u s i s ,  l i k e  a l l  a s s e r t io n s  o f  t r u t h  and f a l s i t y ,  to  speak  i n  

accordance w ith  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r —i n  t h i s  case 

th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t— co n cep tu a l schema,

A d if f e re n c e  o f co n cep tu a l schemas o f  ty p e s  and Dg e x p la in s  

why m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  each  say  what th e y  

do  ab o u t p a r t i c u la r  p u ta t iv e  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls ,  b u t 

which group o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  i s  c o r re c t?  And i f  c o r r e c t ,  in  what sense

27An argum ent o f t h i s  s o r t  co u ld  n o t ,  a s  we w i l l  s e e ,  be con­
c lu s iv e  f o r  anyone who ho lds o r  i s  s tr o n g ly  in c l in e d  t o  ad o p t ( th e  
r e le v a n t  co n cep tu a l schema su b se ts  o f )  th e  c o n cep tu a l schema o f th e  
m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t .
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i s  e i t h e r  group c o r re c t?  M y s tic u lt  c la im s t o  have a p p a ren t sense  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  in  th o se  v is io n s  in  which v is io n  r u l e s  a re  

o p e ra tiv e  appeared  prim a f a c ie  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd w ith in  th e  language 

game o f  u s e r s  o f  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  I n  C hapter Two we 

saw th a t  th e se  c la im s were n o t i n  f a c t  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd. However, 

th e  c la im s  o f m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  to  l i t e r a l l y  have sense p e rc e p tio n s  

o f  God and a n g e ls  c e r t a in ly  seem to  be more th a n  sim ply  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  

odd w ith in  th e  language game o f  th e  u s e r  o f  o rd in a ry  o r th e o lo g ic a l  

r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  There i s  an ap p aren t c o n tra d ic t io n  between th e  

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n s  in  w estern  r e l i ­

g io u s  d isco u rse*  s u re ly ,  i t  would seem, b o th  p o s i t io n s  cannot be 

c o r r e c t ,
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DIFFERENCES OF CONCEPTUAL SCHEMAS 

—AND CONTRADICTrCHS

I n  th e  language game o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f th e  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s ,  God and a n g e ls  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  sense  im p e rc e p tib le  ; i n  

th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t * s  language game o f  p e rc e p tio n , i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  

have sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f God and a n g e ls .  C le a r ly , th e re  i s  a  modal 

o p e ra to r  in  each  o f  th e se  c la im s , A ugustine, P seudo-D ionysius, and 

Thomas, f o r  exam ple, would, I  ta k e  i t ,  say  t h a t  th e re  i s  no p o s s ib le  

u n iv e rse  in  which God o r  a n g e ls  a re  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le ,  e i t h e r  by means 

o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  o r  p ro p er s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s f o r  th e s e  b e in g s , 

w hile  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  ho ld  t h a t  th e re  i s  a t  l e a s t  some p o s s ib le  

u n iv e rse —namely th e  a c tu a l  u n i v e r s e - i n  which God and a n g e ls  a re  

sense  p e r c e p t ib le  and a re  a c tu a l ly  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d .

From th e  c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r  we know why each  

group o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  a s s e r t s  th e  p o s i t io n  which i t  does* th e y  p o sse s s  

d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schemas, schemas which d i f f e r  i n  manner D^ and, 

mere s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h e re , Dg, However, t h e i r  c la im s a re  p rim a f a c ie  

m u tu a lly  in c o n s i s te n t .  And even i f  no t m u tu a lly  c o n tra d ic to ry , i f  

e i th e r  p o s i t io n  i s  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  i s  th e  o th e r  n o n se n s ic a l?  In  ana­

ly z in g  t h i s  p rim a f a c ie  m utual in c o n s is te n c y  between th e  m y stic  l i t ­

e r a l i s t  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n s ,  I  w i l l  a ttem p t t o  answer 

two q u estio n s*  ( l )  What i s  th e  s ta tu s  o f  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o p e ra to r

216
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in v o lv ed  in  th e  c o n te n tio n  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  sense  

im p e rc e p tib le  ( o r ,  co n v e rse ly , th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o p e ra to r  i n  th e  c la im  

th a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  p e rc e iv e  God and a n g e ls  by means o f  sense  p e r­

c e p t io n s ) ,  and (2 ) What s o r t  o f  c o n tr a d ic t io n ,  i f  any , a r i s e s  between 

th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t * s  (p erhaps o f te n  im p l ic i t )  c la im s t h a t  God and 

a n g e ls  a re  sense  p e r c e p t ib le  and th e  p o s i t io n  of th e  u s e r s  o f  o rd in a ry  

w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  who h o ld  t h a t  th e se  b e in g s  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  

im p e rc e p tib le  by means o f sen se  p e rc e p tio n s .

The answer t o  what s o r t  o f  c o n tra d ic t io n  a r i s e s  between th e  

a p p a re n tly  c o n tra d ic to ry  c la im s o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  p o s se s s in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  

o f  co n cep tu a l schemas which o rd e r  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  in  an (a p p a re n tly )  

m u tu a lly  in co m p atib le  o r  m u tu ally  in c o n s is te n t  manner w i l l  a l s o  h e lp  

answer two o th e r  q u e s tio n s .  These a re  th e  two p r in c ip a l  q u e s tio n s  

which y e t  rem ain unanswered from th e  p rev io u s  c h a p te r s .  We have seen  

why in  t h e i r  v is io n s  m y stic s  ten d  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  which acco rd  

w ith  t h e i r  e x p e c ta t io n s .  But i s  i t  n o t  th e  case t h a t  th e y  canno t 

be tru e ?  F o r, two m y stic s  can p e rc e iv e  th e  same e x te r n a l  phenomenon 

a s  two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  and, w hile p e rc e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  phenomena, 

th e  o n to lo g ic a l  f a c t s  su p p o rted  by d i f f e r e n t  m ystics*  p e rc e p tio n s  

(a p p a re n tly )  would be c o n tra d ic to ry ?  Secondly, how can th e  f e a tu r e s  

o f  a  v is io n  be p e rc e iv e d  y e t  in e f fa b le ?

The s ta tu s  o f  th e  modal o p e ra to rs  o f  n e c e s s i ty  and p o s s i b i l i t y  

in v o lv ed  in  th e  a p p a re n tly  m u tu a lly  c o n tra d ic to ry  s ta te m e n ts  i n  th e  

language games o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s ,  and hence th e  s o r t  o f  c o n t r a d ic t io n , , i f  any, which th e
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two s e t s  o f  a s s e r t io n s  c o n jo in t ly  e n t a i l ,  w i l l  be more r e a d i ly

ap p a ren t a f t e r  an a n a ly s is  o f  th e  c ircu m stan ces  u nder w hich p ro p o n en ts

o f  each  o f  th e se  p o s i t io n s  would come t o  d is c a rd  t t e i r  own and ag ree

w ith  t h e i r  opponents* p o in t  o f  v iew .

C onsider th e  fo llo w in g  su g g e s tio n  o f  C, I ,  L ew is 's*

S p i r i t s  cannot be pho tographed . But i f  p h o tog raphs o f 
s p i r i t i s t i c  phenomena, tak en  under p ro p e r ly  guarded con­
d i t i o n s ,  shou ld  become s u f f i c i e n t ly  f r e q u e n t ,  t h i s  a  
p r i o r i  d i s t i n c t io n  would be c a l le d  in  q u e s tio n .  What we 
shou ld , do. would be t o  r e d e f in e  our te rm s , 1

Here Lewis e n v is io n s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a  change in  a  p e r s o n 's  concep­

t u a l  schema (though  t h i s  i s  n o t what he c a l l s  i t ) .  He th in k s  t h a t  i t  

i s  now a  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  o f  our o rd in a ry  c o n cep tu a l schema t h a t  

s p i r i t s  cannot be pho tog raphed . Y et, i f  we were c o n s is te n t ly  to  

ach ieve  what we would, were th e  o b je c t  a  commonly-photographed e n t i t y ,  

c a l l  a  photograph  o f  s p i r i t s ,  we would, he th in k s ,  change our co n cep ts  

i n  o rd e r  to  a llo w  f o r  th e  (what would th e re b y  be c o n s id e re d  a c tu a l)  

p h o to g rap h ic  q u a l i t i e s  o f  s p i r i t s .

Thus, g iven  our p re s e n t  co n cep tu a l schema, w ith in  our o rd in a ry  

language game concern ing  p h o to g ra p h a b ili ty  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  f a l s e  

t h a t  a  s p i r i t  cou ld  be pho tog raphed . Any photograph  which p u rp o r ts  t o  

be a  photograph  o f  a  s p i r i t  w i l l  n e c e s s a r i ly  be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  bogus, 

o r  e l s e  th e  o b je c t  o f  such a  photograph  would n e c e e s s a r i ly  be c l a s s i ­

f i e d  a s  a  n o n - s p i r i t i s t i c  p h y s ic a l  phenomenon* " T h a t 's  n o t  a  photo­

graph o f  a  s p i r i t ;  y o u 'v e  m erely  reco rd ed  th e  p re sen ce  i n  th e  room o f  

some u n u su a l r a d ia t io n  which i s  conQ)letely e x p la in a b le  i n  te rm s o f 

n a tu r a l  c a u s e s ,"  However, i n  th e  fa c e  o f  p e r s i s t e n t  phenomena r e c a l -

^Lewis, Mind and th e  World O rder, p ,  263 ,
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c i t r a n t  t o  t h a t  c m c e p tu a l iz a t lo n ,  we m ight change our co n cep tu a l 

schema such  t h a t  under th e  new r u le s  o f  th e  th e n  co rresp o n d en t l a n ­

guage game o f  p h o to g ra p h a b ili ty  i t  would n o t be c o n tr a d ic to ry  t o  t a l k

ab o u t photographs o f  s p i r i t s — and , p resum ably , i t  would th e re fo re  n o t
2

be c o n tr a d ic to ry  t o  t a l k  abou t s e e in g  s p i r i t s ,  I  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  

changes o f  co n cep tu a l schemas such  t h a t  th e  l o g i c a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  

new schema c o n tr a d ic ts  t h a t  o f  th e  o ld  a s  " a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schem as,"

O ther exam ples o f  a l t e r a t i o n s  in  co n cep tu a l schemas p roducing  

changes i n  p e rc e p tio n s  a re  th e  two changes in  th e  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  

astronom ers which Kuhn d is c u s s e s  in  The S tru c tu re  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  Revo­

l u t i o n s , Kuhn p o in ts  o u t th a t  "w estern  astronom ers f i r s t  saw change 

in  th e  p re v io u s ly  im m utable heavens d u rin g  th e  h a lf - c e n tu r y  a f t e r  

Copernicus* new paradigm  was f i r s t  p roposed" and he n o te s  t t e  change 

in  w este rn  astronom ers* p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  e n t i t y  we now c a l l  Uranus 

once L e x e ll  su g g ested  t h a t  i t  was p ro b ab ly  a  p la n e t  and n o t ,  a s  

p re v io u s ly  th o u g h t, a  s t a r  o r  a  cornet,^ Here a g a in , because  o f  

r e p e a te d  e x p e rie n c e s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  c o n c e p tu a liz e  u s in g  th e  r u le s  o f  

t h e i r  o ld  language games, th e se  p e r c ip ie n ts  a l t e r  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l 

schem as. Because o f  th e s e  a l t e r a t i o n s ,  f o r  one group o f  p e r c ip ie n ts

^ f ,  a s  we s h a l l  see Lewis th in k s ,  th e  concept o f  " s p i r i t "  
changed co m p le te ly  ( i t  d id  n o t)  under th e  new co n cep tu a l schema, th en  
i t  would no lo n g e r  be ^ i r i t s  i n  th e  o ld  sen se  which a re  now p h o to - 
g rap h a b le . But L e w is 's  d is c u s s io n  p resu p p o ses  t h a t  th e  same e n t i t i e s ,  
s p i r i t s ,  a r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  b o th  b e fo re  and a f t e r  th e  change i n  t h e i r  
p h o to g ra p h a b ili ty .  T h is  is s u e  w i l l  be re tu rn e d  to  below ,

% uhn . The S tru c tu re  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  R e v o lu tio n s , p ,  115,

^ I b i d , ,  p ,  114, Kuhn d is c u s s e s  o th e r  "paradigm -induced [con­
c e p tu a l schema in d u ced ] changes i n  s c i e n t i f i c  p e rc e p tio n s"  in v o lv in g  
c h em istry , e l e c t r i c i t y ,  and p h y s ic s  on pages 116-118,
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th e  heavens became c l a s s i f i e d  a s  m utable ( th e y  changed t o  a  co n cep tu a l 

schema s u b se t which made t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema d i f f e r  from t h e i r  

i n i t i a l  schema in  manner D^), and f o r  th e  o th e r s  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  

Uranus became c o n c e p tu a liz e d  a s  th o se  o f  a  p la n e t  and n o t a  s t a r  o r 

comet. Both groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  a re  th en  u s in g  th e  r u le s  o f  new 

language games t h a t  c o n f l i c t  w ith  and even c o n tr a d ic t  th e  r u le s  o f  

t h e i r  fo rm er language games.

In  th e  m y s tic a l l i t e r a t u r e  th e r e  a re  a ls o  exam ples o f  a l t e r a ­

t io n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as, some o f  which in v o lv e  a  change o f  a  group 

o f  p e rc ip ie n ts *  co n cep tu a l schemas from  t h a t  o f  th e  u s e r  o f o rd in a ry  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  t o  t h a t  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t I  have a lre a d y  

commented on what i s  a p p a re n tly  an a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas 

f o r  a  group o f  p e r c ip ie n ts —though i t  i s  n o t c le a r  t h a t  any s in g le  

p e r c ip ie n t  a l t e r e d  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema. T h is  a l t e r a t i o n ,  which i s  

im p o rtan t i f  p u rp o rte d  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  a n g e ls  occur w hile  i t  i s  

h e ld  t h a t  God i s  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le , i s  th e  d if f e re n c e  in  Judeo- 

C h r is t ia n  r e l ig io u s  f ig u re s*  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  b efo re  

an g e ls  a re  b e lie v e d  t o  be b e in g s  in d ep en d en tly  e x i s t e n t  from God and 

a f t e r  t h i s  change in  b e l i e f .

When th e  app rehension  o f  an an g e l i s  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  

apprehension  o f  God, t t e  p e r c ip ie n t  f re q u e n t ly  sa y s , o r  i s  re p re s e n te d

A g e n e ra l example o f an a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas f o r  
a  s i n ^ e  p e r c ip ie n t  m ight be P e t e r 's  r e lu c ta n c e ,  n o ted  in  th e  i n t r o ­
d u c tio n  to  t h i s  e s sa y , to  a c c e p t th e  a c tu a l  p resen ce  o f th e  a n g e l t h a t  
v i s i t e d  him in  p r is o n  even a f t e r  th e  an g e l spoke to  him and removed 
th e  sh ac k le s  b in d in g  him (A cts 12i 6 -9 ) ,  An a l t e r a t io n  o f  co n cep tu a l 
schemas would e x p la in  t h i s  i n i t i a l  r e s i s ta n c e  o f  r e l ig io u s  f ig u r e s  to  
th e  p o s s ib le  lite rauL ness o f t h e i r  e a r l i e r  m y s tic a l e x p e rien ce s  in v o lv ­
in g  th e  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  where th e r e  i s  a  subse­
quen t accep tan ce  o f  th o se  e x p e rie n c e s  a s  a c tu a l .
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a s  say in g , t h a t  he f i r s t  s e e s  an an g e l o r  a n g e ls ,  th en  t a l k s  abou t th e  

same ex p erien ce  a s  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God (o r  v ic e  v e r s a ) .^  L a te r ,  e p i­

p h an ies  a re  e x p l i c i t l y  re p o r te d  a s  e i t h e r  e p ip h a n ie s  o f  a n g e ls , o r  o f 

God, o r  s im u ltan eo u s ly  o f  b o th , b u t a s  d i s t i n c t  b e in g s . I t  seems 

q u i te  p o s s ib le  to  me, though im p o ssib le  t o  de term ine  one way o r  th e  

o th e r ,  t h a t  very  s im i la r  sen se  s t im u li  a re  i n  th e  f i r s t  in s ta n c e  con­

c e p tu a liz e d  phenom enolog ically  a s  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God and in  th e  

second in s ta n c e  a s  a  p e rc e p tio n  o f  an a n g e l, where an an g e l f o r  th e  

second s e t  o f  p e rc e iv e rs  i s ,  u n lik e  t h a t  f o r  th e  f i r s t  s e t  o f  p e r -  

c e iv e r s ,  a  being  whose e x is te n c e  i s  d i s t i n c t  from G o d 's ,

Taking th e  c o n ju n c tio n  o f  th e se  two s e t s  o f  p e r c e iv e r s ,  th e re  

i s  a  change o f p e rc e p tio n  w ith in  th e  l a r g e r  s e t  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts ,  t h a t  

i s ,  w ith in  th e  s e t  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  who a re  u s e rs  o f  th e  Ju d e o -C h ris tia n  

d is c o u rs e ,  M artin  Buber say s  re g a rd in g  a  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a l t e r a ­

t io n  of co n cep tu a l schemas among th e  la r g e ,  tem p o ra lly  ex tended  group 

o f  e a r ly  Jew ish  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  t h a t

no p ro p h e t had an y th in g  to  t e l l  o f  a  f ig u r e  resem b lin g  
th e  human u n t i l  E z e k ie l ,  who was a f f e c te d  by th e o lo g ic a l  
s p e c u la tio n  , , ,  7

Buber i s  concerned t o  a rg u e  a g a in s t  a  l i t e r a l  c o n s tru a l  o f  p u rp o rte d

sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and ta k e s  i t  t h a t  th e  in f lu e n c e  o f  E z e k ie l 's

th e o lo g ic a l  sp e c u la tio n  on h is  p e rc e p tio n s  m i l i t a t e s  a g a in s t  G od's

a c tu a l ly  hav ing  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form . Yet Ju d e o -G h ris tia n

p e r c ip ie n ts  b efo re  and a f t e r  e i t h e r  ( i )  th e  accep tan ce  txf th e  id e a

th a t  a n g e ls  a re  b e in g s  d i s t i n c t  from God o r  ( i i )  th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  God

^See G enesis 18,
7'Buber, Moses, p, 117,
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Q
m ight have a  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form e x h ib i t  e x a c t ly  th e  s o r t  

o f  change i n  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s ,  car in  t h e i r  r e p o r ts  o f  th e  v is io n s  o f  

o th e r s ,  t h a t  t h i s  a l t e r a t i o n  in  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema would p ro d u ce . 

Given a p p a re n tly  s im i la r  sen se  s t im u l i ,  th e y  r e p o r t  p e rc e p tio n s  o f 

( i )  a n g e ls  in s te a d  o f ,  a s  fo rm e rly , God, and o f  ( i i )  th e  form o f God 

in  p la c e  o f ,  a s  fo rm e rly , p h y s ic a l  phenomena w hich m erely  in d ic a te  

G od's p re se n c e . H ere, in  c o n tr a s t  to  some o f th e  c a se s  a lre a d y  con­

s id e re d , i t  i s  n o t so  much re p e a te d  e x p e rien ce s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  ca tego ­

r i z e  under th e  o ld  co n cep tu a l schema, a s  sim ply  a  change in  t h a t  con­

c e p tu a l  schema i t s e l f  ( a  change i n ,  e . g . ,  " th e o lo g ic a l  s p e c u la t io n " ) ,  

ïrfiich r e s u l t s  in  th e  d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p t io n s .

Drawing to g e th e r  th e s e  co n s id e ra tic m s  ab o u t d i f f e r i n g  percep ­

t io n s  f o r  th e  same p e r c ip ie n t ,  o r  f o r  a  group o f  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  a t  d i f ­

f e r e n t  t im e s , we w i l l  now be a b le  t o  see ( l )  how th e  oddness o f  such 

changes in  p e rc e p tio n  i s  e lu c id a te d  and th en  d i s p e l le d  in  te rm s o f  an 

a l t e r a t io n  o f  c o n cep tu a l schem a(s) and (2 ) what a re  r a t i o n a l  a s  w e ll 

a s  u su a l grounds f o r  th e  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema.

In  th e  fo re g o in g  exam ples o f  d i f f e r in g  p e rc e p tio n s ,  what i s  

e i t h e r  ax io m a tic  o r  sim ply  t r u e  w ith in  one c m c e p tu a l schema i s  e i t h e r  

t r i v i a l l y  l o g i c a l ly  in c o h e re n t o r  p a te n t ly  f a l s e  w ith in  i t s  o p p o s ite

8In  t h i s  r e g a rd  r e c a l l  E z e k ie l 's  a l le g e d  p e rc e p tio n  of*
" th e  l ik e n e s s  a s  i t  were o f  a  human farm . And upward 
from what had th e  appearance o f  h i s  lo in s  I  saw a s  i t  
were gleam ing bronze , , , " (E z e k ie l 1*26-28) 

and Jerem iah  says t h a t ,  d u r in g  h i s  theophany reco rd ed  i n  J e r ,  1*9, God 
"p u t f o r th  h i s  hand and touched my m outh," T h is Jew ish  m y s tic a l t r a ­
d i t io n  o f  s e e in g  th e  (hum an-like) form  o f  God i s  p e rh ap s  most s t r i k ­
in g ly  re p re s e n te d  i n  th e  m y s tic a l t r a c t ,  S h iu r  Komah. o r  "The Measure 
o f  th e  Body [ o f  G od]," which g iv e s  stupendous m easurem ents f o r  th e  
human- l i k e  p a r t s  o f  th e  body o f  th e  C re a to r ,  (See Scholem, Jew ish  
M ysticism , p p . 63 f , )
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i n  each  p a i r in g  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as. Yet a s  th e s e  exam ples i l l u s ­

t r a t e ,  a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas f r e q u e n t ly  occur and a re  

u n e x c ep tio n a l even a s  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd a s  i t  i s  w ith in  th e  lo g ic a l  

s t r u c tu r e  o f  h i s  fo rm er co n cep tu a l schema f o r  a  p e r c ip ie n t  t o  claim  to  

e .g .  p e rc e iv e  change in  th e  (fo rm e rly  im m utable) heavens o r  p e rc e iv e  

an o r b i t  around th e  sun f o r  (fo rm e rly  th e  s t a r )  Uranus o r ,  r e tu r n in g  

to  th e  c e n t r a l  concern o f  t h i s  e s sa y , t o  p e rc e iv e  by means o f  sense 

p e rc e p tio n s  ( th e  fo rm e rly  se n se - im p e rc e p tib le  b e in g s)  God and a n g e ls . 

A l te r a t io n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas may be g rad u a l and even 

te m p o ra lly  ex tended  over su c c e ss iv e  p e r c ip ie n ts  u s in g  many o f  th e  same 

language games. Yet a l t e r a t i o n s  among m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  o f  t h e i r  

co n cep tu a l schemas from what was i n i t i a l l y  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  

th e  u s e r  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  a re  no more a b ru p t o r  

u n u su a l th an  c e r ta in  common a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas among 

more f a m il ia r  p e r c ip ie n t s .  F o r exam ple, Kuhn su g g e s ts  t h a t  changes 

o f  (what I  c a l l )  co n cep tu a l schemas in  th e  s c i e n t i f i c  community occur 

a s  a

r e l a t i v e l y  sudden and u n s tru c tu re d  ev en t l i k e  a  g e s a l t  
sw itc h . S c i e n t i s t s  th en  o f te n  speak  o f th e  's c a l e s  f a l l i n g  
from  th e  e y e s ' o r  o f  th e  'l ig h te n in g  f la sh *  t h a t  'in u n d a te s ' 
a  p re v io u s ly  obscure p u z z le , e n a b lin g  i t s  components to  be 
seen  in  a  new way t h a t  f o r  th e  f i r s t  tim e p e rm its  i t s  s o lu ­
t i o n ,  On o th e r  o ccas io n s  th e  r e le v a n t  i l lu m in a tio n  comes 
in  s l e e p ,9

Such a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas a re  no more sudden th an  th e  

r a p id  changes o f  co n cep tu a l schemas which occur when, sa y , a  budding 

o r n i th o lo g is t  f i r s t  re c o g n iz e s  and a ch iev es  a  perm anent a b i l i t y  to  

re - re c o g n iz e  a  new b i r d  s p e c ie s  o f  whose d ia g n o s t ic  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s

g
•^Kuhn, The S tru c tu re  o f  S c i e n t i f i c  R e v o lu tio n s , p p . 121-122,
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he has r e a d ,  and th e y  a re  j u s t  a s  odd a s  a l t e r a t i o n s  o f co n cep tu a l 

schemas o f  th o se  who become m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  th rough  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  

u n a n tic ip a te d  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .

There a re  o f co u rse  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on what c o n s t i tu te s  a  l i k e l y  

o r  r a t i o n a l  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l sch em a(s). N orm ally, a s  in  m ost 

o f  th e  exam ples c i t e d  above, a l t e r a t i o n s  o f co n cep tu a l schemas occur 

because o f  re p e a te d  e x p e rie n c e s  which a re  n o t  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  concep- 

tu a l i z a b le  under o n e 's  p re s e n t  co n cep tu a l schema. T hat i s ,  a  c r i s i s  

w ith  o n e 's  p re s e n t  co n cep tu a l schema i s  o r d in a r i ly  a  p re c o n d itio n  o f  

an a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schema b u t ,  o r d in a r i ly ,  s i n ^ e  anomalous 

e x p e rie n c e s  a re  tm lik e ly  to  cause a  co n cep tu a l schema a l t e r a t i o n .  

U su a lly  co n cep tu a l schemas a re  a l t e r e d  b ecause , in  th e  face  o f 

r e p e a te d  ex p e rien ce s  r e c a l c i t r a n t  t o  c o n c e p tu a l iz a t io n , i t  i s  p rag­

m a t ic a l ly  e x p ed ien t t o  change o n e 's  schema. But p rag m atic  c o n s id e ra ­

t i o n s  a l s o  argue f o r  th e  r e le g a t io n  o f  i s o l a t e d ,  even i f  d is tu r b in g ly  

anom alous, e x p e rie n c e s  to  th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f  e p is te m ic  d u b i t a b i l i t y ^  

e ,g ,  h a l lu c in a t io n  o r  i l l u s i o n —r a t h e r  than  a rg u in g  f o r  a  compara­

t i v e l y  d r a s t i c  r e v i s io n  o f th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  o n e 's  co n ep tu a l 

schema, C o n sid e ra titm s  o f  c o n se rv a tio n  and th e  d e s i r e  f o r  c e r t a in ty  

a l s o  su p p o rt t h i s .

These l a s t  rem arks to u ch  on th e  r a t i o n a l  grounds f o r  a l t e r a ­

t io n s  o f  o n e 's  c o n cep tu a l schema, w hich I  w i l l  in d ic a te  b u t n o t  l i s t  

ex h au s tiv e ly ,^ ®  The g e n e ra l m e ta -p ro p e rty  o f  r a t i o n a l  grounds f o r

Even though we alw ays i n t e r p r e t  and a s s e s s  from w ith in  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  co n cep tu a l schema no i n f i n i t e  r e g re s s  o f co n cep tu a l 
schemas i s  g e n e ra ted  by a tte m p ts  to  a s s e s s  th e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  a  p a r­
t i c u l a r  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as. I n  such an assessm ent o f 
th e  t o t a l i t y  o f  th e  new co n cep tu a l schema, i t  must be reco g n ized  t h a t  
one p re se rv e s  and co n tin u e s  t o  speak from  w ith in  some co n cep tu a l
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a l t e r a t io n s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas i s  p rag m atic  expediency* changes 

o f  co n cep tu a l schema w i l l  n o t  he r a t i o n a l  i f  th ey  a re  a r b i t r a r y  and 

th e  n o n - a rb i t r a ry  i s  d e lim ite d  by w hat "w orks,"  i . e .  i s  e p is te m o lo g i-  

c a l l y  e f f ic a c io u s ,  i n  ex p erien ce  and a c t i o n , S i n c e ,  a s  we saw in  

th e  l a s t  c h a p te r ,  th e r e  i s  a  b r u te - f a c t  elem ent i n  p e rc e p tu a l  e x p e r i­

en ce , th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f a  p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema 

co u ld  n o t ,  i f  i t  i s  t o  be e p is te m o lo g ic a lly  e f f ic e ic io u s , be u t t e r l y  

a r b i t r a r y .  Now, o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema d e te rm in es  in  p a r t  what 

phenom enological c o n te n ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w i l l  have t h i s  b r u te - f a c t  

a s p e c t .  The "o u tp u t"  o f th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  

does n o t a lo n e  de term ine t h i s  b ru te n e s s .  F o r th e  c a se  o f  th e  a b o r i­

g in e  and th e  w estern  man lo o k in g  a t  an a irp la n e  shows t h a t  e x ac t 

s im i l a r i t y  o f  sense  s t im u li  and o f  s e n s e - re  c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s  does n o t 

g u aran tee  sameness o f  th e  b ru te n e s s  o f  p e rc e p tio n  and  th e  ca se  o f  p e r ­

c ip ie n t s  who become used  t o  in v e r t in g  le n s e s  so t h a t  th ey  see  th in g s

schema su b se t concern ing  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  a  co n cep tu a l schema su b se t which 
must be c a r r ie d  over from th e  i n i t i a l  to  th e  f i n a l  co n cep tu a l schema. 
More w i l l  be s a id  ab o u t t h i s  in  S e c tio n  I I I  below,

^^This i s  why we p ro p e r ly  f in d  i t  lu d ic ro u s ,  a s  C a r ro l l  
in te n d e d  u s  t o ,  f o r  th e  W hite Qdeen t o  su g g es t in  Through th e  Looking 
G lass  th a t  i f  she o n ly  t r i e s  hard  enough, she  can come to  b e lie v e  a s  
many a s  s ix  im p o s s ib i l i t i e s  b e fo re  b r e a k f a s t ,

Q uine, even a s  he re c o g n iz e s  p rag m atic  expediency  a s  a  ground 
f o r  th e  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as, i n  "Two Dogmas o f  E n p ir i -  
c ism ,"  ( in  Quine, From a  L o g ica l P o in t  o f View, p ,  4 5 ) , does n o t,  I  
th in k ,  acco rd  i t  s u f f i c i e n t  w eigh t i n  th o se  a l t e r a t i o n s ,  Ife says th a t  
" th e  edge o f  th e  system  [ o f  th e  co n cep tu a l "scheme" o f  t o t a l  s c ie n c e ]  
must be k ep t squared  w ith  e x p e r ie n c e ; th e  r e s t ,  w ith  a l l  i t s  e la b o ra te  
myths o r f i c t i o n s ,  h a s  as i t s  o b je c t iv e  th e  s im p l ic i ty  o f  la w s ,"  I  
f e e l  t h a t  Quine m isses  th e  p o in t  b o th  th a t  what w i l l  count a s  e x p e r i­
ence a s  w e ll a s  what k ind  o f  ex p erien ce  i t  w i l l  co u n t a s  i s  circum ­
s c r ib e d  by th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  p e r c i p i e n t 's  c o n cep tu a l 
schema and t h a t  e v e ry  f e a tu re  o f  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema i s  s u b je c t  to  
change in  view  o f e x p e r ie n c e . We s t r i v e ,  f o r  ex an p le , f o r  s i n p l i c i t y  
o f  law  in s o f a r  a s  i t  l e a s t  c o n f l i c t s  w ith  p a s t  ex p erien ce  and  i s  expeo- 
t a b ly  p ra g m a tic a lly  e x p e d ie n t f o r  p ro je c te d  fu tu r e  e x p e r ie n c e .
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" r i ^ t  s id e  up" shows t h a t  a  ( r a d ic a l )  d if f e r e n c e  o f sen se  s t im u li  

does n o t g u aran tee  a  co rresp o n d en t d if f e re n c e  o f  th e  b r u te - f a c t s  o f  

p e rc e p tio n . However, even though o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema d e te rm in es  

i n  p a r t  what phenom enological c o n te n ts  o f  p e rc e p tio n  w i l l  have t h i s  

b r u te - f a c t  a s p e c t,  t h i s  c a te g c r iz a t io n  i s  n e i th e r  c a p r ic io u s  n o r 

e r r a t i c .  The "o u tp u t” o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e sse s  

p a r t i a l l y  d e te rm in es  t h i s  b ru te n e ss  and th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  t h i s  t r u te n e s s  

i n  p e rc e p tu a l ex p erien ce  i s  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  which th e  p e r c ip ie n t  

c a te g o r iz e s  upon c a r e fu l  c o n s id e ra tio n  a s  a c tu a l .  What i s  c a te g o r iz e d  

a s  a c tu a l  i s  a  fu n c tio n  o f  what e n a b le s  one t o  " g e t around in  th e  

w orld" s in c e  i t  i s  a  fu n c tio n  o f  th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  th e  p h y s io lo g ic a l  

p ro c e sse s  o f  sense  r e c e p t io n ,  what p a s t  ex p e rien ce  has l e d  one to  

c a te g o r iz e  a s  a c tu a l ,  and what th e  u s e rs  o f  o n e 's  sh a red  language 

games c a te g o r iz e  a s  a c tu a l .  The su cc e ss  o f  p e rc e p tio n  has a  p e rso n a l 

a s  w e ll a s  a  s o c ia l  a s p e c t .  I f  we a r b i t r a r i l y  a l t e r e d  o u r co n cep tu a l 

schemas we would f l y  in  th e  fa c e  o f  th e  m ind-o rdered  b ru te n e ss  o f  p a s t  

ex p e rien ce— se v e rin g  o u rse lv e s  b o th  from p a s t  su ccess  i n  in fo rm a tio n  

g a th e r in g  abou t our b o d ies  and environm ent and from  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 

m u tu a lly  b e n e f ic ia l  agreem ent w ith  o th e r  p e r c ip ie n ts  ab o u t s t a t e s  o f  

a f f a i r s  o f  o u r b o d ies  and env ironm ents.

Two o th e r  p r in c ip le s  o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  t h a t  a c t  a s  checks on th e  

a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas have a lre a d y  been noted* a  tendency  

t o  conserve a l r eady a c q u ire d  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema—re c o g n iz a b le  a s  th e  p la t i tu d in o u s  " le a rn in g  from  ex p e rien c e "— 

and th e  q u e s t f o r ,  a t  l e a s t  p r a c t i c a l ,  c e r t a in ty  which p re v e n ts  i r r a ^  

t i o n a l  b e l i e f  in  th e  m erely  no v e l over th e  e v id e n t ia l ly  grounded. 

F in a l ly  s e l f  c o n s is te n c y , to g e th e r  w ith  a  maximum (b u t seldom t o t a l )
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com prehensiveness o f  th e  " f a c ts "  and s o lu t io n  o f th e  most s ig n i f i c a n t  

problem s and, p e rh a p s , c o n s id e ra t io n s  o f  parsim ony, a re  c l e a r ly  

e s s e n t i a l  t o  a  r a t i o n a l  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  co n cep tu a l schem as,

I I

I t  i s  e v id e n t t h a t  i t  i s  n o t c a u sa l n e c e s s i ty  which i s  

in v o lv ed  in  e i t h e r  th e  cla im  o f  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  t h a t  God and 

a n g e ls  a r e  n e c e s s a r i ly  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  o r  th e  p re-C opem icans*  

id e a  t h a t  th e  heavens a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  im m utable o r  our n o tio n  th a t  

s p i r i t s  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  n o t p h o to g ra p h ab le , We do n o t ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  

sim ply th in k  t h a t  in  v i r tu e  o f th e  c u r r e n t ly  o p e ra tiv e  c a u sa l law s o f  

n a tu re  i t  i s  c a u s a l ly  im p o ss ib le  f o r  us t o  pho tograph  s p i r i t s .  Nor 

i s  Lewis su g g e s tin g  th a t  th e  c a u s a l law s o f  n a tu re  m ight some day 

change s u f f i c i e n t ly  to  make i t  c a u s a l ly  p o s s ib le  t h a t  we photograph  

s p i r i t s  (he u se s  th e  u n p h o to g ra p h a b ility  o f s p i r i t s  a s  an example o f  

an " a  p r i o r i  c r i t e r i o n  o f  th e  r e a l " ) .  The p re -C o p em ican s  whom Kuhn 

r e f e r s  t o  d id  n o t ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  th in k  t h a t  i f  th e  o p e ra tiv e  c a u s a l law s 

were s u f f i c i e n t ly  a l t e r e d  th en  change cou ld  occur i n  th e  heavens,

Non-myst i c - ü  t e r a l i s t s  a re  n o t su g g e s tin g  t h a t  i f  God were to  change 

t t e  o p e ra tiv e  c a u s a l  law s, Ife would become sense  p e rc e p t ib le  t o  humans. 

B a th e r , th e y  h o ld  t h a t ,  l o g i c a l ly  p r io r  t o  any c a u s a l n e c e s s i ty  a r i s ­

in g  from  any p o s s ib le  c o n s is te n t  s e t  o f  c a u s a l  law s which God m ight 

have in s t a n t i a t e d ,  i t  i s  a  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  about th e  n a tu re  o f  God 

th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  t h a t  one p e rc e iv e  God H im self by means o f  sense  

p e rc e p tio n s .

I t  i s  an a  p r i o r i  t r u t h  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f c u r re n t  

u s e rs  o f  our o rd in a ry  language game o f  p h o to g ra p h a b ili ty ,  o f  th e  p r e -
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C opem lcan  w este rn  as tro n o m ers, and o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s ,  t h a t  

no m a tte r  what s o r t s  o f  e x p e rien c e s  one m ight have, no  ex p erien ce  

co u ld  co u n t, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  a s  a  photograph  o f  a  s p i r i t ,  a  p e rc e p tio n  

o f  change in  th e  heavens, o r  a  sen se  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r an a n g e l. 

Changes in  th e  a c tu a l  c a u sa l law s o f  n a tu re  would o n ly , i f  a n y th in g , 

r e s u l t  i n  changes i n  th e  "o u tp u t"  o f  our p h y s io lo g ic a l  a f f e r e n t  s e n se -  

re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s .  Even i f  t h i s  were in  tu rn  t o  h e lp  e f f e c t  changes 

i n  th e  g iven  elem ent o f  th e  phenom enological c o n te n t o f  e x p e r ie n c e , 

changes i n  th e  a c tu a l  c a u sa l law s a lo n e  co u ld  n o t a f f e c t  th e  concep­

tu a l i z a t i o n s  o f  th e  above sense  e x p e r ie n c e s . Such changes co u ld  n o t 

a l t e r  th e se  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n s  to  ( a c tu a l  because o f  t h e i r  b ru te n e ss )  

r e a l  pho tographs o f  s p i r i t s ,  ( a c tu a l  because o f  t h e i r  b ru te n e ss )  r e a l  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  h eav en ly  change, ( a c tu a l  because o f  t h e i r  b ru te n e ss )  

r e a l  sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  erf* God o r  a n g e ls ,  in s te a d  o f t h e i r  c l a s s i f i c a ­

t io n  a s  bogus photographs o f  s p i r i t s ,  i l l u s i o n s  o f heaven ly  change, 

and h a l lu c in a t io n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .  The lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  o u r 

c o n cep tu a l schemas d e te rm in es  th e  c r i t e r i a  o f  r e a l i t y  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  

c a te g o r ie s  o f  th e  r e a l —e ,g ,  what coun t a s  b e in g  r e a l  dream e n t i t i e s ,  

r e a l  h a l lu c in a to ry  e n t i t i e s ,  r e a l  v is io n a ry  e n t i t i e s ,  a s  w e ll a s  

r e a l  p h y s ic a l  e n t i t i e s .  As C. I ,  Lewis p o in ts  out*

I f  ex p e rien ce  were o t t e r  than  i t  i s ,  th e  d e f in i t io n  and 
i t s  co rresp o n d in g  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  m ight be in c o n v e n ien t, 
u s e le s s ,  o r  f a n t a s t i c ,  b u t i t  cou ld  n o t be f a l s e .  Mind 
makes c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  and d e te rm in es  m eanings; i n  so  d o in g , 
i t  c r e a te s  t h a t  t r u t h  w ith o u t which th e re  cou ld  be no o t t e r
t r u th ,1 2

When m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  c la im  o r  im ply  by t h e i r  a c t io n s  t h a t  

i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  have sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  by means

^^Lew is, Mind and th e  World O rder, p ,  240,
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o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  o r  th e  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  th e se  

b e in g s , cx when th e  p o s t-C o p em ican  astronom ers s a id  th a t  t t e y  p e r ­

ce iv ed  change in  th e  heavens, th e y  do n o t mean, r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  sinqply 

t o  deny t h a t  i t  i s  c a u s a l ly  im p o ss ib le  t o  p e rc e iv e  God and a n g e ls— 

though o f  co u rse , a c tu a l  sense p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls  e n t a i l  

th e  weaker c la im  t h a t  i t  i s  c a u s a l ly  p o s s ib le  t o  have sense p ercep ­

t io n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .  Nor do th e y  mean sim ply  t o  deny th a t  th e  

o p e ra tiv e  c a u sa l law s make th e  heavens c a u s a l ly  im m utable. U sers o f  

th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  language game o f p e rc e p tio n  would a ls o  want t o  

deny th e  s tro n g e r  c la im  t h a t  i t  i s  a  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  th a t  

God i s  sense  im p e rc e p tib le  (and to  deny th a t  i t  i s  an e s s e n t i a l  p ro ­

p e r ty  o f  G od's n a tu re  t h a t  He i s  sense  im p e rc e p tib le )  and o b v io u sly  

th e  p o s t-G o p em ican s  would want t o  deny t h a t  th e  heavens a re  lo g ic a l ly  

Im m utable•

Could lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty  be th e  modal o p e ra to r  in  th e  c la im s 

Of th e  c u r re n t  u s e r s  o f  ou r o rd in a ry  language game o f  photographa­

b i l i t y  th a t  s p i r i t s  a re  unpho tographab le , o f  th e  w estern  p r e -  

C opem ican astronom ers t h a t  th e  heavens a re  im m utable, and o f  th e  non- 

m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a r e ,  w hether by means o f  sen se  

q u a l i t i e s  o r  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , sense  imperceptible? W ell, 

i n  th e  f i r s t  case i t  i s ,  ex  h y p o th e s i, co n ce iv ab le  t h a t  what i s  now 

a  n e c e s sa ry  t r u t h —v iz .  t h a t  s p i r i t s  cannot be photographed—may in  

th e  f u tu r e  be f a l s e ;  i n  th e  second case  we now th in k  t h a t  th e  heavens 

a r e  m utable ; i n  th e  l a s t  case  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a t  l e a s t  p u rp o r t  t o  

have sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God and a n g e ls .

M oreover, re g a rd in g  th e  l a s t  e a se , S t ,  A ugustine, i n  a tte m p t­
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in g  in  The C ity  o f  Ckxi to  e x p la in  th e  b e a t i f i c  v is io n  and th e  n o tio n  

t h a t  th e  s a in t s  w i l l  see  God " fa ce  t o  fa c e "  in  heaven, o f f e r s  a  puz­

z l in g  account o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God which 

seems to  p rec lu d e  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  God's (and a n g e l s ')  sen se  

im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  i s  in e sc a p a b ly  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e s sa ry . A ugustine , a f t e r  

c a r e f u l ly  e x p la in in g  th a t  i t  i s  ad m itted  th a t  God s h a l l  be seen  w ith  

th e  s p i r i t u a l  sen ses  ("e y es  o f  th e  h e a r t" )  and th a t  he i s  n o t answer­

in g  th e  q u e s tio n  o f w hether C h r is t  w i l l  be seen in  H is body, a d d re sse s  

h im se lf  t o  th e  q u e s tio n  w hether, d u r in g  th e  b e a t i f i c  v is io n ,  th e  

s a in t s  hav ing  b o d ily  ey es  which " s h a l l  have t h e i r  o f f ic e  and t h e i r  

p la c e ,"  s h a l l  "when t h e i r  eyes a re  open . ,  . see  [God, qua th e  F a th e r  

o r  Holy S p i r i t ]  w ith  th e  b o d ily  eye?"

He f i r s t  o bserves t h a t  i f  t h i s  q u e s tio n  i s  answered i n  th e  

a f f i rm a t iv e  t

The ey e , th e n , s h a l l  have a  v a s t ly  s u p e r io r  power— th e  power 
n o t o f  keen s ig h t ,  such a s  i s  a s c r ib e d  to  s e rp e n ts  o r e a g le s ,  
f o r  however keen ly  th e se  an im als  see  th e y  can d is c e rn  n o th in g  
b u t b o d ily  su b s ta n c e s , b u t th e  power o f s e e in g  th in g s  in c o r ­
p o r e a l ,  P o ss ib ly  i t  was t h i s  g re a t  power o f  v is io n  which was 
te m p o ra rily  communicated t o  th e  [ b o d ily ]  eyes o f  Job  w hile 
y e t i n  t h i s  body , , ,

He th en  a rg u es  th a t*

I f  t h a t  re a so n in g  o f  th e  p h ilo so p h e rs , by which th e  a tte m p t 
t o  make ou t t h a t  i n t e l l i g i b l e  o r  m ental o b je c ts  a re  so  seen  
by th e  mind, and s e n s ib le  o r  b o d ily  o b je c ts  so  seen  by th e  
body, th a t  th e  form er cannot be d isc e rn e d  by th e  mind th ro u g h  
th e  body, n o r  th e  l a t t e r  hy th e  mind i t s e l f  w ith o u t th e  body 
—i f  t h i s  re a so n in g  were tru s tw o r th y , th en  i t  would c e r t a in ly  
fo llo w  th a t  God cou ld  n o t be seen by th e  [ b o d ily ]  eye , , ,

B u t, A ugustine re a so n s , th e  in c o rp o re a l  b e in g , God, has knowledge o f

s e n s ib le  o b je c ts  and E l is h a  knew ^ i r i t u a l  th in g s  a p a r t  from  th e  a id

^^A ugustine, The C ity  o f  God, Bk, XXII, Ch, 29,
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o f th e  body and th e re fo re  th e  " p h i lo s o p h e r s '"  argument i s  f a l l a c io u s .

A ugustine concludes th a t*

I t  may v e ry  w ell b e , and i t  i s  th o ro u g h ly  c r e d ib le ,  t h a t  
we s h a l l  i n  th e  f u tm ^  w orld see  th e  m a te r ia l  form s o f  th e  
new heavens and th e  new e a r th  in  such a  way t h a t  we s h a l l  
m ost d i s t i n c t l y  reco g n ize  God everyw here p re s e n t  and govern­
in g  a l l  th in g s  • . • and s h a l l  see Him, ( i t a l i c s  mine)

In  th e  l a s t  c la u se  h e re , A ugustine does n o t  mean th a t  th e  s a in t s ,

re c o g n iz in g  G od 's governance in  th e  fu tu re  w orld , w i l l  by im p lic a tio n

reco g n ize  His p re se n c e , f o r  he sa y s  th a t  th e  s a in t s

w i l l  see Him, n o t a s  now we u n d e rs tan d  th e  in v i s ib le  th in g s  
o f  God, by th e  th in g s  which a r e  made, and see  Him d a rk ly ,  a s  
i n  a  m ir ro r ,  and i n  p a r t ,  and r a th e r  by f a i t h  th an  by b o d ily  
v is io n  o f  m a te r ia l  ap p earan ces , bu t by means o f  th e  b o d ies  we 
s h a l l  wear and which th e  b o d ie s  o f o th e r s ]  we s h a l l  see 
w herever we tu rn  o u r  [b o d ily ]  e y e s , ( i t a l i c s  mine)

Thus, by "b o d ily  v is io n  o f  m a te r ia l  appearances"  th e  s a in t s  s h a l l ,  

A ugustine th in k s ,  see God " in  H im self" (a s  w e ll a s  re co g n ize  h is  

govern ing  p resen ce  " in  th e  new heavens and th e  new e a r th ,  in  ev ery  

c re a te d  th in g  which s h a l l  then  e x i s t " ) .  F urtherm ore , n o t o n ly  does 

A ugustine say  i n  t h i s  p assag e  t h a t  God H im self w i l l  be p e rc e iv ed  by 

means o f  sense  q u a l i t i e s  b u t, even though he a p p a re n tly  co n tin u e s  to  

r e j e c t  th e  n o tio n  th a t  God has a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , Augus­

t i n e  does say  th a t*

As we do n o t b e l ie v e , bu t see  t h a t  th e  l i v in g  men around us 
who a re  e x e rc is in g  v i t a l  fu n c tio n s  a re  a l i v e ,  though we can­
n o t see t h e i r  l i f e  w ith o u t t h e i r  b o d ie s , bu t see  i t  most d i s ­
t i n c t l y  by means o f  t h e i r  b o d ie s , so  w herever we s h a l l  lo o k  
w ith  th o se  s p i r i t u a l  [b o d ily ]  eyes o f  o u r fu tu re  b o d ie s , we 
s h a l l  th e n , to o , by means o f  b o d ily  su b s tan c es  behold  God, 
though a  s p i r i t ,  r u l i n g  a l l  th in g s ,  ( I t a l i c s  mine)

In  a  sen se , th e  whole, d iv in e ly  governed f u tu r e  m a te r ia l  w orld w i l l

be G od's p ro p e r  s e n se -p e rc e p tib le  form ; a t  l e a s t  A ugustine draws a

p a r a l l e l  between s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  th a t  w orld and s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv -
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in g  God and s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  a  human body and s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  

a  human b e in g , i . e .  a  s o u l.

Hence, d e s p i te ,  a s  we have seen in  C hapter Two, A u g u s tin e 's  

in s is te n c e  on th e  sense  im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  o f  God, t h i s  allow ance f o r  

G od's sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  by means o f  sense q u a l i t i e s  and, i n  a  

s e n se , by a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form , i s  a t  b e s t  d i f f i c u l t  to  

re c o n c ile  w ith  t t e  s t r i c t  c o n s tru c tio n  o f  A u g u s tin e 's  p o s i t io n  th a t  i t  

i s  in e sc a p a b ly  lo g ic a l ly  n e ce ssa ry  t h a t  God i s  sense  im p e rc e p tib le . 

A lso , s in c e  a n g e ls , l i k e  God, a re  in c o rp o re a l ,  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  which 

A ugustine e n v is io n s  o f  th e  s a in t s  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv in g  God in  th e  

fu tu r e  w orld i s  ex te n d a b le , by p a r a l l e l  c o n s id e ra t io n s ,  to  a n g e ls .  

Thus, th e  same d i f f i c u l t i e s  a r i s e  w ith  a  s t r i c t  i n t e r p r e ta t io n  o f  

A u g u s tin e 's  p o s i t io n  t h a t  an g e ls  a re  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e s s a r i ly  sense 

im p e rc e p tib le ,

A lo g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse  w i l l  be d e fin ed  a s  any u n iv e rse , 

U, whose com plete d e s c r ip t io n  i s  lo g ic a l ly  c o n s is te n t—i  , e , such th a t  

no two t ru e  s ta te m e n ts  o f  f a c t  about U a re  o f  th e  form  s  and s .  As a  

f i r s t  app rox im ation , a  s ta te m e n t, £ ,  i s  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  i f  s  

ex p re sse s  a  p ro p o s i t io n  which could  n o t f a i l  t o  be t r u e  no m a tte r  

what th e  u n iv e rse  tu rn e d  o u t to  be lik e *  i . e .  i f  s  e x p re sse s  a  propo­

s i t i o n  which i s  t r u e  in  a l l  l o g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n i v e r s e s , T h i s  

c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  o f  a  lo g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  s ta tem e n t i s  n o t o f  much use

l4
I  p r e f e r  th e  lo c u tio n  "p o ss ib le  u n iv e rse "  t o  th e  lo c u tio n  

"p o ss ib le  w orld" because i t  i s  l e s s  ambiguous even though th a t  l a t t e r  
term  has gained  wide u sag e , e s p e c ia l ly  because o f  i t s  adop tion  by 
L e ib n iz , I  f e e l  th a t  th e  use  o f  "p o ss ib le  w orld" in  modal a n a ly s is  
e x e m p lif ie s  th e  u n fo rtu n a te  p r e d i le c t io n  f o r  p h ilo so p h e rs  to  u se  te c h ­
n i c a l  term s which c o n f l ic t  w ith  o rd in a ry  u sag e . In  one common sen se  
o f  "w o rld ,"  many w orlds may e x i s t  w ith in  th e  same o r th e  a c tu a l  u n i­
v e rse ;  only  one u n iv e rse  can be th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e rse .
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a s  i t  s ta n d s ,  G, E , Hughes and M. J ,  G ressw ell, p ro p o sin g  a  s im i la r  

d e f in i t io n  o f a  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e s sa ry  s ta te m e n t ( th e y  c o n s id e r  p ro p o s i­

t io n s ) ,^ ^  o f f e r  th e  prim a f a c ie  u n ex ce p tio n a l exam ple, "There a re  no 

round s q u a re s ,"  a s  an example o f  a  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e s sa ry  t r u t h  on t h i s  

ac co u n t. But acco rd in g  to  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f which co n cep tu a l 

schema w i l l  we d ec ide  what l im i t a t io n s  lo g ic a l  c o n s is te n c y  p la c e s  on 

how th e  u n iv e rse  m ight have tu rn e d  o u t and what w i l l  count a s  f a c t s  

about th o se  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  such  th a t  no  two s ta te m e n ts , s  and r ,  

ex p re ss in g  such f a c t s —e , g , " i s  round" and " i s  a  sq u are"—a re  lo g i ­

c a l ly  c o n tre u ü c to ry ?  For what c o n s t i tu te s  lo g ic a l  c o n s is te n c y  a s  w e ll 

a s  what w i l l  be accoun ted  a s  f a c t  depends on th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f 

each co n cep tu a l schema.

C onsider th e  s ta te m e n t, c a l l  i t  S , " th e re  a re  no round 

s q u a re s ,"  I t  i s  n o t even th e  case  th a t  th e  s ta te m e n t, i f  t r u e  w ith in  

th e  language game co rresp o n d en t t o  co n cep tu a l schema Ĉ , t h a t  ”S i s  

t ru e  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  i s  t r u e ,  w ith o u t q u a l i f i ­

c a t io n ,  i n  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n iv e r s e s .  Hence, S would n o t be a  lo g ic a l ly  

n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  on th e  d e f in i t io n  under c o n s id e ra t io n .  F o r, th e re  

may be a  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  co n cep tu a l schema, 0^, such th a t  w ith in  th e  

r u le s  o f  th e  language games o f  a  p o s s e s s o r ,  P , o f  Cg, S i s  m erely  non­

se n se , Then, i n  ev e ry  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse  which P  can conceive o f ,  "S 

i s  t r u e  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  w i l l  n o t  be t r u e  s in c e  

P can , a t  m ost, m erely  know th a t  p o s se s so rs  o f  c la im  th a t  S i s  t r u e  

w hile  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema, Cg, S 

l o g i c a l ly  cannot be e i t h e r  t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  being  sh e e r  nonsense .

^^G. E . Hughes and M. J .  C re s sw e ll, An In tro d u c tio n  to  Modal 
Logic (London, 1972), p p , 22-23 .
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(Though P cannot from  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  Cg c o r r e c t ly  

charge p o s se s so rs  o f  w ith  countenancing  nonsense s in c e  what i s  non­

sen se  can o n ly  be c o r r e c t ly  de term ined  hy ap p ly in g  th e  s y n ta c t i c a l  and

se m a n tica l r u l e s  o f  th e  language game d u rin g  th e  u se  o f  which th e
16a l le g e d  nonsense o c c u r s .)  Ih u s , i s  t r u e  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e  o f  l i k e  any s ta tem en t s  w hatever (o th e r  th a n  th e  excep­

t io n  n o ted  below ), may n o t  be tru e  i n  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  c o n s is ­

t e n t l y  conce iv ab le  by some p o s s ib le  c o n c e iv e r .

Now, s in c e  th e r e  m i ^ t  be some lo g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse — 

i . e .  u n iv e rse s  whose d e s c r ip t io n s  a r e  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  f o r  some can­

c e l  v er—in  which th e  s ta te m e n t th a t  s p i r i t s  cannot be pho tographed  i s  

f a l s e  ( t h i s  may be th e  case  in  th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e rse  in  th e  f u tu r e ) ,  

t h i s  s ta te m e n t i s  n o t a  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  s ta tem en t i n  th e  se n se  

t h a t  i t  i s  t r u e  i n  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  c o n s is te n t ly  c o n ce iv ab le  by 

some p o s s ib le  c o n c e iv e r . A gain, i f  th e  claim s o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  

t o  have sen se  p e rc e p tio n s  o r  ex p e rie n ce s  e n t a i l i n g  p o s s ib le  sen se  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o f  God and an g e ls  a re  t o  be tak en  a s  even rem o te ly  p la u s ib le ,  

and i f ,  e , g , ,  th e  f u tu r e  sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  God (and  a n g e ls )  

e n v is io n e d  A ugustine i s  t o  be commensurate w ith  h i s  g e n e ra l  d e n ia l  

o f  th e  sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  th e se  b e in g s , th en  i t  can n o t be th e  

ca se  t h a t  s ta te m e n ts  o f  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  w estern  t h e i s t i c  r e l ig io u s  

d is c o u rs e  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  i s  l o g i c a l ly  

n e c e s sa ry  i n  t h i s  s tro n g  s e n se .

B esides th e s e ,  we have a lre a d y  co n sid e red  a  number o f  o th e r  

s ta te m e n ts  which a r e ,  a p p a re n tly , n e c e s s a r i ly  t r u e ,  where t h i s  i s  n o t

^^See p p , 260- 261 ,
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mere c a u sa l n e c e s s i ty ,  w ith in  one co n cep tu a l schema y e t f a l s e  w ith in  

a n o th e r  co n cep tu a l schem a. Among th e se  s ta te m e n ts , some were even 

n e c e s s a r i ly  t r u e  and th en  f a l s e  w ith in  a  l a t e r  conceptueûL schema o f  

th e  same p e rso n  a f t e r  h i s  o r i g n a l  co n cep tu a l schema had , in  th e  fa c e  

o f  c e r ta in  re p e a te d  and und en iab le  e x p e r ie n c e s , been a l t e r e d  o r  

evo lved  p ra g m a tic a lly  in  o rd e r  t o  more c o n v en ie n tly  and p e rsp ic u o u s ly  

o rd e r  r e a l i t y .  T h is f e a tu re  o f  a l l  o f  th e se  s ta te m e n ts  o f  b e in g  

(som etim es t r i v i a l l y )  n e c e s s a r i ly  t r u e  g iven  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  

o f  one co n cep tu a l schema, f a l s e  g iven  t h a t  o f  a n o th e r , a rg u es  f o r  a  

re a ssessm en t o f  th e  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  i n  th e se  c a se s  o f  lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty  

i n  th e  s tro n g  s e n se .

There i s ,  t o  my mind, no e v id e n t re a so n  why th e  m y s tic s ' 

c la im s should  be co n s id e red  prim a f a c ie  l o g i c a l ly  in c o n s is te n t  w ith in  

t h e i r  language games. More im p o rta n tly , th e  a n a ly s is  o f  " n e c e s s ity "  

in v o lv ed  in  th e  c la im s o f  u s e rs  o f th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  th a t  God and 

a n g e ls  a re  n e c e s s a r i ly  sen se  ing> ercep tib le  which I  w i l l  now su g g est 

le a v e s  open th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  bo th  th e  u s e rs  o f  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  language and th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a re  c o r r e c t  

i n  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  c la im s . T h erefo re  I  th in k  t h a t  th e re  a re  compel­

l i n g  re a so n s  f o r  an a ly z in g  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  c la im  o f  th e  sense  im per­

c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  God and a n g e ls  a s  o th e r  th an  a  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  

t r u t h  in  th e  sense  th a t  i t  i s  t r u e  i n  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  c o n s is ­

t e n t l y  co n ce iv ab le  by some p o s s ib le  c o n c e iv e r .

Thus two n o tio n s  o f  " lo g ic a l"  (a  s tro n g e r  th a n  c a u sa l)  n eces­

s i t y  a re  in d ic a te d ,  each co rresp o n d in g  to  a  d if f e r e n c e  in  how "pos­

s ib l e  u n iv e rse ” i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  d e f in i t io n  o f  a  l o g ic a l ly  

n e c e ssa ry  s ta tem en t a s  a  s ta te m e n t which e x p re sse s  a  p ro p o s i t io n
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which i s  " t ru e  in  a l l  lo g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e r s e s ,"  The s tro n g e r  

n o tio n  o f  lo g ic a l ly  n ecessa ry  t r u t h s —correspond ing  t o  what I  w i l l  

c a l l  "h a rd "  lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty — a p p lie s  t o  s ta te m e n ts  which ex p ress  

p ro p o s i t io n s  which, a re  t r u e  in  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  co n ce iv ab le  by 

some p o s s ib le  c o n c e iv e r . The weaker n o tio n  o f  lo g ic a l ly  n e ce ssa ry  

t r u t h s  a p p l ie s  to  s ta te m e n ts  which ex p ress  p ro p o s i t io n s  which a re  t r u e  

in  every  u n iv e rse  which i s  p o s s ib le  g iven  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f 

some s p e c if ie d  co n cep tu a l schema, I  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  th e  co rresp o n d en t 

lo g ic a l  m odality  h e re  a s  " s o f t  lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty ,"

On t h i s  weaker n o tio n , g iven  some s p e c if ie d  co n cep tu a l schema, 

C, a  s ta te m e n t, i s  lo g ic a l ly  n ecessa ry  r e l a t i v e  t o  0 i f  and o n ly  

i f  th e re  i s  a t  l e a s t  one lo g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse — i , e ,  th e r e  i s  a t  

l e a s t  one u n iv e rse  th a t  has a  com plete d e s c r ip t io n  which i s  c o n s is te n t  

w ith  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f and i s  t r u e  i n  ev e ry  such  lo g i ­

c a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rs e .  That i s ,  i s  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  r e l a t i v e

to  jC i f  and o n ly  i f  i s  t r u e  in  a l l ,  and i s  t r u e  i n  a t  l e a s t  one, o f
17th o se  u n iv e rse s  lo g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  g iven  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  C, Logi­

c a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  s ta te m e n ts  o f  t h i s  weaker s o r t  w i l l  be d e s ig n a te d  

"co n cep tu a l-sch em a-n ecessary  s ta tem e n ts"  whenever i t  i s  ex p ed ie n t t o

d is t in g u is h  them from th e  s tro n g e r  s o r t  o f  lo g ic a l ly  n e c e s sa ry  s t a t e -  
18m ents. More o f te n ,  though, two conversing  p a r t i e s  a re  u s in g  much

17'S ta te m e n ts  which a re  lo g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  i n  t h i s  weaker 
se n se , b e in g  t r u e  in  on ly  a  su b se t o f  th e  s e t  o f  a l l  p o s s ib le  u n i­
v e rse s  conceivab le  by some p o s s ib le  co n ce iv e r, a re  l i k e  c a u s a l ly  
n e ce ssa ry  s ta te m e n ts  in  th a t  th e  l a t t e r  ex p ress  p ro p o s i t io n s  which a re  
t r u e  in  a l l , b u t on ly  th o s e , u n iv e rse s  which a re . c a u s a lly  p o s s ib le  
g iven  th e  c a u sa l law s o p e ra tiv e  v i s - a - v i s  a  p a r t i c u la r  co n cep tu a l 
schema,

18I t  m ight be th e  case t h a t  ev ery  s ta tem en t w ell-fo rm ed  r e l a ­
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th e  same language games and th e  same se n se s  o f  " lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty "

(and " p o s s ib i l i ty " )  and th e y  do n o t  need  t o ,  and do n o t ,  e x p l i c i t l y  

s t a t e  w hether th e y  a re  u s in g  th e  s tro n g e r  o r  weaker se n se s  o f  th e se  

te rm s .

There a re  two n o tio n s  o f  " p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse "  c o r re la te d  w ith  

th e  s tro n g e r  and weaker sen ses  o f  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h s .  Uni­

v e rse s  whose d e s c r ip t io n s  a re  b o th  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  and conceivab le  by 

some p o s s ib le  co n ce iv e r p o s se s s in g  any s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  co n cep tu a l 

schema a re  " p o ss ib le  u n iv e rse s "  i n  a  b road  sen se  and c o r r e la te  w ith  

th e  s tro n g e r  n o tio n  o f  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e s sa ry . U n iv erses  whose d e s c r ip ­

t i o n s  a re  bo th  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  and co n ce iv ab le  by some p o s s ib le  con­

c e iv e r  p o s se s s in g  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  co n cep tu a l schema a re  

" p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s "  i n  a  narrow  sen se  and c o r r e la te  w ith  th e  weaker 

form  o f  lo g i c a l ly  n e c e s sa ry . These l a s t  a re  "concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e r s e s ,"  u n iv e rse s  which a re  p o s s ib le  r e l a t i v e  to  

th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  some p a r t i c u la r  co n cep tu a l schema, 0 ,

" P o ss ib le  co n ce iv e r"  i s ,  o f  co u rse , i t s e l f  a  conceptual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  n o tio n  and I  w i l l  r e s t r i c t  th e  e x te n s io n  o f  t h i s  lo c u tio n  to  

c o n ce iv e rs  p o s se s s in g  a  co n cep tu a l schema th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f 

which i s  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t .  S ince  ( p a r t s  o f)  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  

o f  one c o n c e iv e r’ s  c m c e p tu a l schema may be nonsense , and hence n e i ­

t h e r  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  n o r  c o n tra d ic to ry , from th e  p o in t  o f  view o f

t i v e  to  a  p a r t i c u la r  co n cep tu a l schema, G, i s  a  cm cep tu a l-sch em a- 
n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  r e l a t i v e  to  some p o s s ib le ,  in  th e  weak sen se , concep­
t u a l  schema, though ev ery  s ta te m e n t w ell-fo rm ed  r e l a t i v e  to  C w i l l  n o t 
be c m c e p tu a l- sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n e c e ssa ry  r e l a t i v e  to  a  r a t io n a l  o r 
p ra g m a tic a lly  re a s o n a b le , r e l a t i v e  to  C, co n cep tu a l schema.
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a n o th e r  c o n c e iv e r , i t  may n o t  he p o s s ib le  f o r  a  p a r t i c u la r  c m c e iv e r  

to  t e l l  w hether c e r t a in  p u rp o rte d  co n cep tu a l schemas cou ld  be pos­

se ssed  by a  p o s s ib le  c o n c e iv e r .

How one i n t e r p r e t s  "conceive"  i n  th e  lo c u tio n  "conceive a s  a

p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse "  d e te rm in es  how p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  in  th e  narrow er
19sense a re  c irc u m sc rib ed . C a ll " a c c e s s ib i l i ty "  th e  r e l a t i o n  which 

must o b ta in  between each  member o f  a  s e t  o f  lo g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n i­

v e rse s  and a  p a r t i c u l a r  u n iv e rse , i f  a  p a r t i c u la r  s ta te m e n t, i s  

to  be l o g ic a l ly  n e ce ssa ry  in  th e  weak se n se  f o r  a  p e r c i p i e n t 's .  P 's ,  

co n cep tu a l schema, w here, g iven  P 's  co n cep tu a l schema, i s  th e

a c tu a l  u n iv e r s e , i s  a c c e s s ib le  to  i f  i s  concep tual-schem a-

r e l a t i v e  p o s s ib le  on th e  c o n cep tu a l schema o f th e  p e r c ip ie n t ,  P , whose
20co n cep tu a l schema e n t a i l s  th e  lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty  o f  S , Now, co u ld

be s a id  t o  be a c c e s s ib le ,  t h a t  i s  co n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  

t o  e i t h e r  i f  ( i )  P can conceive o f  any  o f  th e  p a r t s  o f  a  com plete 

d e s c r ip t io n  o f ex c lu d in g  th e  ccaicep tual s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  concep­

tu a l  schemas o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  i f  any, i n  o r  i f  ( i i )  P  can con­

ce iv e  o f  any p a r t  o f  th e  com plete d e s c r ip t io n  o f  in c lu d in g  th e  con­

c e p tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  ccaicep tual schemas o f  th e  p e r c ip ie n t s ,  i f  

any, in  U^,

A lte rn a tiv e  ( i )  c l e a r ly  a llo w s f o r  a  g r e a te r  number o f

19The fo llo w in g  d is c u s s io n  fo llo w s  th a t  o f  Hughes and C re ss -  
w e ll ,  in  An In tro d u c tio n  to  Modal L og ic , p p , 77-78 , The n o tio n  o f  
" a c c e s s ib i l i ty "  i s  n o t ,  though , meant t o  be p r e c is e ly  e q u iv a le n t t o  
th e  one th e y  u s e ,

20For th e  answ er to  why d i f f e r e n t  s e t s  o f  u n iv e rse s  w i l l  n o t  
be a c c e s s ib le  t o  a  u n iv e rs e , U, because o f  d if f e r e n c e s  in  th e  lo g ic a l  
s t r u c tu r e s  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schemas o f th e  v a r io u s  p e r c ip ie n ts  i n  U 
see p ,  266 , "*
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co n c e p tu a l-sch e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  r e l a t i v e  to  a  g iven  

co n cep tu a l schema, I  d e f in e d  a  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse  a s  one whose com­

p le te  d e s c r ip t io n  was s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t .  C o nsistency  i s  a  c o n c e p tu a l-  

sch em a-re la tiv e  n o tio n . Thus, I  have d e lim ite d  concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  in  te rm s o f  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  o f  ty p e  ( i i )  

s in c e  i t  seems to  me th a t  f o r  a  s ta te m e n t, S, t o  be ccaiceptual-scheraa- 

r e l a t i v e  lo g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  f o r  P , P w i l l  have t o  be a b le  t o  under­

s ta n d . though he may d isa g re e  abou t th e  t r u t h  v a lu e  o f ,  ev e ry  s t a t e ­

ment c o n s t i tu t iv e  o f  th e  com plete d e s c r ip t io n  of ev ery  p o s s ib le  u n i­

v erse  in  which S i s  t r u e .  And, th e  com plete d e s c r ip t io n  o f ev ery  u n i­

v e rse  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  r e l a t i v e  to  P 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema, C, w i l l  have t o  be c o n s is te n t  g iven  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  

jC, A u n iv e rse , U, can n o t, t o  my m ind, be co n cep tu a l-sch em a-p o ss ib le  

r e l a t iv e  to  P 's  co n cep tu a l schema i f  paarfc o f  U 's  p u rp o rte d  d e s c r ip t io n  

i s  n o n sen s ic a l fo r  P , and t h a t  would be th e  case i f  t t e  co n cep tu a l 

s tr u c tu r e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  some co n ce iv e r in  U was non­

s e n s ic a l  to  P , T h is i s ,  o f  c o u rse , to  fo llo w  th e  lo g ic  o f  o n ly  one o f  

th e  p o s s ib le  a l t e m a t i iæ  in t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  " a c c e s s ib i l i ty "  "co n ce iv - 

a b i l i t y "  and, hence, "co n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse "  

b u t we must always reaso n  ac co rd in g  t o  th e  r u le s  o f  th e  language game 

o f  sm e  co rresp o n d en t concep tual schema subse t*  t h a t  i s  e n ta i l e d  by 

th e  c o g n itiv e  r e la t iv is m  o f  th e  s o r t  I  have proposed h e re  and i s  one 

o f  i t s  draw backs.

The s e t  o f  a l l  u n iv e rse s  whose d e s c r ip t io n s  a re  s e l f -  

c o n s is te n t  d iv id e s  in to  s u b s e ts ,  which need n o t be m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e , 

o f  co n cep tu a l-sch em a-p o ssib le  u n iv e r s e s ,  A com plete s e t  o f  co n cep tu a l- 

sch e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  p o s s ib le  r e l a t i v e  t o  a  p a r t i c u la r
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schema, 0 , i s  d e l im ite d  a s  a  s u b s e t  o f  th e  s e t  o f  a l l  l o g i c a l ly  pos­

s ib le  u n iv e rse s  i n  th e  b road  se n se  by th e  meaning r e s t r i c t i o n s  which 

th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  Ç  im poses to g e th e r  w ith  th e  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  

s e lf - c o n s is te n c y  w ith in  C, S ince  th e  l i m i t s  o f  p o s s ib le  s e l f -  

c o n s is te n t  co n cep tu a l schemas a re  sim ply  th e  l im i t s  o f  s e l f -  

c o n s is te n c y , o n ly  s e lf - c o n s is te n c y  r e l a t i v e  t o  some p o s s ib le  concep­

tu a l  schema l i m i t s  membership i n  th e  s e t  o f  a l l  concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s  which a re  members o f  sane s e t  o f 

co n cep tu a l-sch em a-p o ss ib le  u n iv e rse s  r e l a t i v e  to  some p o s s ib le  con­

c e p tu a l schema.

Now, u s in g  t h i s  n o tio n  o f  co n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n eces­

s i t y ,  we can do th e  fo llo w in g  two th in g s ,  ( l )  We can r e c o n c ile  th e  

extrem e n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  t h a t  God i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  sense 

im p erc ep tib le  w ith  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  *s c la im s t o  have sense  p e r ­

c e p tio n s  o r e x p e r ie n c e s  e n t a i l i n g  p o s s ib le  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God 

and a n g e ls .  And t h i s  can be done w ith o u t c o n s tru in g  th e  form er a s  

o b v io u sly  f a l s e  w hile  a t  th e  same tim e making i n t e l l i g i b l e  th e  l a t t e r  

c la im , (2 ) We can make sense  o u t o f a  c la im , l ik e  A u g u s tin e 's , t h a t  

God n e c e s s a r i ly  canno t be p e rce iv ed  in  t h i s  l i f e  though He may be 

sense p e r c e p t ib le  d u rin g  th e  b e a t i f i c  v is io n ,  a s  w e ll a s  determ ine th e  

s ta tu s  o f  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o p e ra to r  in  c la im s o f  t h i s  s o r t .

W ithin th e  language games o f th o se  u s in g  o rd in a ry  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e , i t  i s  a  co n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  

n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  se n se - im p e rc e p tib le  b e in g s .

For members o f  th e  community o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  p o s se s s in g  t h i s  concep­

tu a l  schema, i t  i s  th e  c a se  b o th  th a t  th e r e  i s  no p o s s ib le  ex p erien ce  

which th e y  cou ld  have which cou ld  count a s  an  a c tu a l  sense  ex p erien ce
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o f  God o r  o f an a n g e l, and th a t  no p o s s ib le  b e in g  i n  no p o s s ib le  

w orld , i n  th e  narrow  se n se , could  have a  sense  p e rc e p tio n  o f  God o r 

o f  an a n g e l .  On th e  o th e r  hand, f o r  th e  u s e r  o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  th e r e  i s  some c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e , r e l a t iv e  

t o  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema, l o g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse  in  which God 

and a n g e ls  a re  s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e d  ( t h i s  co u ld  be t r u e  in  th e  a c tu a l  

w orld) and th e r e  i s  some c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  l o g ic a l ly  p o s s ib le  

u n iv e rse  in  which God and an g e ls  a re  n o t p e rc e iv e d  by th e  sen ses  o f  

human p e r c e iv e r s .  F u r th e r ,  th e  l a t t e r  s ta te m e n ts , f o r  exam ple, a re  

o n ly  t r u e ,  in  v i r tu e  o f  t h e i r  c o n cep tu a l schema, w ith in  th e  language 

game(s) o f  p e rc e p tio n  and r e l ig io n  o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  

w estern  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  F in a l ly ,  A u g u s tin e 's  c la im  t h a t  God (and 

a n g e ls )  i s  ( a r e )  n e c e s s a r i ly  sen se  im p e rc e p tib le  in v o lv e s  co n cep tu a l-  

s c h e m a -re la tiv e  lo g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty .  That he a llo w s f o r  sen se  percep ­

t io n s  o f  God d u rin g  th e  b e a t i f i c  v is io n  can be made c o n s is te n t  w ith  

th e  f i r s t  claim  th rough  a  r e c o g n itio n  (though A ugustine would n o t have 

th o u g h t o f  i t  i n  th e se  te rm s) o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a  change, where 

n e c e s sa ry , in  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  a l l  th e  s a in t s ,  in c lu d in g  

A u g u stin e , t o  t h a t  o f  a  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t ,

I I I

T h is , t e n t a t i v e l y ,  r e s o lv e s  th e  c o n f l ic t  between th e  c la im s o f 

th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  and th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t ,  b u t suppose th e  

u s e r  o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  i n s i s t s  t h a t  h is  

c la im s o f  G od's and a n g e ls ' sense im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  a re  n o t m erely 

c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n e c e s s a r i ly  t ru e  b u t a re  lo g ic a l ly  t ru e  in  

th e  s tro n g  s e n se . There m ight be o th e r  s ta te m e n ts  which a re  lo g ic a l ly
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t r u e  in  th e  s tro n g  se n se , h u t I  th in k  c a r e fu l  c o n s id e ra tio n  w i l l  show 

t h a t  th e  c la im s in  q u e s tio n  o f  th e  n o n - m jr s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  c e r ta in ly  

a re  n o t .

In  f a c t ,  I  am in c l in e d  t o  th in k  th a t  o n ly  th e  law  o f  non­

c o n t r a d ic t io n - -  th a t  no s ta tem en t ( r e l a t i v e  to  a  p a r t i c u la r  u n iv e rse )
21can be b o th  t r u e  and f a l s e —i s  lo g i c a l ly  t ru e  in  th e  s tro n g  s e n se .

T h is  i s  th e  consequence o f  th e  r e c e n t  o n s lau g h t a g a in s t  th e  o ld

a n a ly t ic - s y n th e t ic  d i s t i n c t i o n .  As Quine sa y s , "any s ta tem en t [n o t

q u i te  any s ta te m e n t]  can be h e ld  t r u e  come what may, i f  we make d r a s -
22t i c  enough ad ju stm en ts  elsew here i n  th e  sy stem ,"  Ih e  law o f  non­

c o n tra d ic t io n  i s  i t s e l f  a  lo g i c a l ly  n e ce ssa ry  t r u t h  in  th e  s tro n g  

sen se  because ( i )  b e in g  n e c e ssa ry  f o r  re a so n in g , i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  

r a t i o n a l  m eta -reaso n s f o r  choosing  one co n cep tu a l schema su b se t over

D e sca rte s  th o u g h t t h a t  God cou ld  have made lo g i c a l ly  n eces­
s a ry  t r u t h s — such a s  t h a t  a l l  th e  r a d i i  o f  a  c i r c l e  a re  eq u a l o r  th a t  
tw ice  fo u r  i s  e ig h t—f a l s e , (See The P h ilo so p h ic a l Works o f D esca rte s  
V ol, I I ,  t r a n s ,  Haldane and Ross [London, 1911 J, p , 2 5 1 .)  I f  i t  i s  
God who g iv e s  u s  th e  in n a te  d is p o s i t io n s  which we p o sse s s  to  ac q u ire  
th e  use  o f  c e r ta in  d ed u c tiv e  and in d u c tiv e  lo g ic s  and t o  a c q u ire  th e  
b e l i e f  t h a t  c e r ta in  s ta te m e n ts  a re  l o g ic a l ly  n ec e ssa ry  and who e f f e c t s  
some o f  th e  env ironm en ta l in f lu e n c e s  on our a c q u is i t io n  o f  a  concep­
t u a l  schema, th en  in s o f a r  a s  G od's a c tic a is  th e re b y  a f f e c t  th e  concep­
t u a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schemas which we a c q u ire , D e s c a r te s ' 
a s s e r t io n  i s  r i g h t  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h i s  one re sp e c t*  God cou ld  have 
"made" l o g i c a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h s ,  i n  th e  weak se n se , o th e r  th a n  th e y  
a re  f o r  any g iv en  c o n c e iv e r , (D esca rte s  h im se lf  was c o n s id e rin g  
s t r o n ^ y  lo g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h s , )

However, I  th in k  D esca rte s  i s  m istaken to  suppose t h a t  God 
co u ld  make i t  t h a t  " c o n tr a d ic to r ie s  shou ld  , , , be ab le  to  be 
to g e th e r"  ( L e t te r  o f  May 2 , 1644, to  M esland, c i t e d  in  F ra n k fo r t ,  "The 
L ogic o f  d n n ip o ten ce ,"  P h ilo so p h ic a l Review 1964, pp , 262-263),
T ru th s , g iven  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  one co n cep tu a l schema, may 
seem c o n tra d ic to ry  from th e  p o in t  o f  view o f  an o th e r  co n cep tu a l schema, 
b u t i t  cannot be th e  c a se , w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  any p a r­
t i c u l a r  co n cep tu a l schema, th a t  a  t r u t h  be c o n tra d ic to ry  and t h a t  th e  
law  o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n  n o t h o ld ,

22Q uine, "Two Dogmas o f  E m piric ism ,"  p ,  43 ,
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a n o th e r  and ( i l )  i t  p o s se s se s  a  unique p rag m atic  e lem ent s in c e  t o  

deny th e  law  o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tic n  i s  u t t e r l y  i r r a t i o n a l  because s e l f -  

s t u l t i f y i n g ,  T h is i s  why I  e a r l i e r  d e fin e d  a  " p o s s ib le  c o n ce iv e r"  in  

te rm s o f  th e  s e lf - c o n s is te n c y  o f  th e  p o ssessed  co n cep tu a l schema.

The t r u t h  o f  th e  law  o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  

any l in e  o f  re a so n in g  o r  t o  any i n t e l l i g i b l e  s ta te m e n t. Thus, Q u in e 's  

s ta te m e n t, t h a t  any s ta tem en t can be h e ld  come what may, i s  on ly  

i n t e l l i g i b l e  (m th e  assum ption  th a t  i t s  n e g a tio n  i s  n o t co n co m itan tly  

t r u e  a l s o .  And, c le a r ly ,  i t  would be u n in t e l l i g ib l e  t o  u se  a l le g e d ly  

r a t i o n a l  d is c o u rs e , dependent on th e  law  o f  n o n -c m tra d ic t i (m , t o  

argue t h a t  th e  p ro p o s it io n  ex p ressed  by th e  law  o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n  

m ight be f a l s e  i n  some c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  u n iv e r s e ,  i h i s  

p ro p o sa l cou ld  n o t  even be fram ed, and would alw ays f a l l  i n to  sh e e r  

nonsense , s in c e  an argum ent i s  on ly  v a l id  when, i f  th e  p rem ises  a re  

t r u e , th e  co n c lu s io n  cou ld  n o t be f a l s e .

F u rtherm ore , because o f i t s  p o s i t io n  a s  th e  s in g le  a b so lu te

b a s is  o f  re a so n  and r a t i o n a l i t y ,  th e  law o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n  i s

u n iq u e ly  th e  u l t im a te  and on ly  in c m t r o v e r t ib le  c o n s t i tu e n t  o f  th e

p ra g m a tic . As A r i s to t le  observed i n  th e  M etaphysics abou t t h i s  "most

in d is p u ta b le  o f  a l l  p r in c ip le s " #

We can . . • dem onstrate  . . . t h a t  t h i s  view [ th e  d e n ia l  
o f  th e  law o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n ]  i s  im p o ss ib le , i f  our 
opponent w i l l  on ly  say  som ething . .  . which i s  s ig n i f i c a n t  
bo th  f o r  h im se lf  and f o r  a n o th e r ; f o r  t h i s  i s  n e c e ssa ry  i f  
he r e a l l y  i s  to  say  an y th in g . F o r , i f  he means n o th in g , 
such a  man w i l l  n o t be capab le  o f  re a so n in g , e i t h e r  w ith  
h im se lf  o r  w ith  an o th e r  .23

The c o g n it iv e ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  i s  n o t s e l f - c o n t r a d ic to r y  and on ly  th e

^ ^ A r is to t le ,  M etaphysics, in  The B asic  Works o f  A r i s to t l e  
(New York, 1941), 100^9 12-25.
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c o g n it iv e ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  i s  c o g n i t iv e ly  p u rp o s iv e .

The on ly  p o s s ib le  c a n d id a te s  b e s id e s  th e  law  o f  n o n -co n tra ­

d ic t io n  f o r  s ta te m e n ts  th a t  a re  lo g ic a l ly  t ru e  in  th e  s tro n g  sense  

would be any s ta te m e n t, Sj^, such t h a t  th e  fo llo w in g  c o n d it io n s  h o ld , 

( i )  i s  t ru e  in  many c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e r s e s .  

(11 ) For each  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tlv e , r e l a t i v e  to  a  co n cep tu a l 

schema, G, p o s s ib le  u n iv e rs e , U, in  which i s  n o t t r u e ,  ^  i s  n o t 

nonsense r e l a t i v e  to  C in  U and th e re  i s  no s ta te m e n t, Sg, id iich  i s  

lo g i c a l ly  in c o n s is te n t  in  th e  weak sen se  i n  Ü and which has th e  same 

meaning a s  t h a t  i s ,  in  any p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse , Ü, i n  which i s  

n o t t r u e ,  th e re  i s  no s ta tem en t no s ta te m e n t conceivab le  g iven  C, 

which has  th e  same meaning a s  S ^. % i s  m ight h o ld  f o r  c e r ta in  p rim i­

t i v e  s ta te m e n ts  in  m athem atics. For exanqile, i t  m ight be lo g ic a l ly  

n e ce ssa ry  in  th e  s tro n g  sen se , and n o t m erely  concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  n e c e ssa ry , t o  claim  t h a t  i t  i s  f a l s e  t h a t ,  s t a t e d  w ith in  th e  

language o f  o rd in a ry  m athem atics, 2 + 2  = 5 ,  T h is c la im  m ight be 

l o g i c a l ly  n e ce ssa ry  i n  th e  s tro n g  sen se  i f  in  o rd e r f o r  t h i s  c la im  

t o  be f a l s e ,  th e  meanings o f  th e  to k en s  o f  some or a l l  o f  th e  mathe­

m a tic a l symbols in v o lv ed  h ere  would have t o  be a l t e r e d  so fundamen­

t a l l y  t h a t  th e  same co n cep ts  and co n cep tu a l r e l a t io n s h ip s  would n o t 

be deno ted  by t h i s  u sage o f  "2 + 2 »  5" a s  i s  denoted  by th e  usage o f  

"2 + 2 "  5" i n  our o rd in a ry  language game o f  m athem atics and one would 

no lo n g e r in  any sense mean th e  same th in g  by "2 + 2 = 5" a s  i s  meant 

by t h i s  sen ten ce  in  o rd in a ry  m athem atics.

The c la im s o f  th e  u s e rs  o f o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  w estern  r e l i ­

g io u s  d isc o u rse  do n o t  meet th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a  s ta te m en t to  be lo g i­

c a l ly  n e c e s s a r i ly  t r u e  in  th e  s tro n g  sen se  i f  i t  i s  n o t  siiQ>ly t r u e
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i n  a l l  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tlv e  u n iv e rse s  s in c e  t h e i r  s ta te m e n ts , 

accorded  th e  same m eaning, a r e  f a l s e  w ith in  th e  lo g ic  o f  th e  language 

games o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s .  However, G, I .  L e w is 's  g e n e ra l d isc u s ­

s io n  o f  changes o f  co n cep tu a l schema would appear t o  d isp u te  t h i s  

s in c e  he seems to  deny th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a l t e r a t i o n s  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas— v iz .  changes in  co n cep tu a l schemas such th a t  th e  lo g ic a l  

s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  new schema c o n tr a d ic ts  t h a t  o f  th e  o ld  schema—and by 

im plicati<H i d e n ie s  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schema o f  ty p e  Dg, d i f ­

f e re n c e s  in  w hich, meanings rem ain in g  in v a r ia n t ,  two schemas, taken  

c o n jo in t ly ,  c o n tr a d ic t  each o th e r .  Lewis su g g es ts  t h a t :

What was p re v io u s ly  reg a rd ed  a s  r e a l —e . g .  d ise a se  e n t i t i e s  
—may come t o  be looked upon a s  u n re a l ,  and what was p re ­
v io u s ly  tak en  t o  be u n re a l—e .g .  curved space—may be adm itted  
to  r e a l i t y .  But when t h i s  happens th e  t r u th  rem ains u n a lte re d  
and new t r u t h  and o ld  t r u t h  do n o t c o n t r a d ic t . C a teg o rie s  
and co n cep ts  do n o t l i t e r a l l y  change; th e y  a re  sim ply g iven  
up and re p la c e d  by new ones . . .  Any c o n tra d ic t io n  between 
th e  o ld  t r u t h  and th e  new i s  v e rb a l o n ly , because th e  o ld  
word " d ise a s e "  has a  new m e a n in g ,24

M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  a re  n o t ,  a s  L e w is 's  

s ta te m en t m ight im ply , m erely  engaged in  a  v e rb a l d isp u te  over th e  

sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  God and a n g e ls ,  j u s t  a s ,  e . g . ,  p r e -  and p o s t-  

C opem ican w estern  astronom ers a re  n o t  engaged in  a  mere v e rb a l d is ­

p u te  over th e  m u ta b i l i ty  o f  th e  te a v e n s . Though Lewis i s  r i g h t  in  

say in g  t h a t  o f te n  our c a te g o r ie s  and concep ts  a re  g iven  up , th e  i n ç l i -  

c a tio n  t h a t  t h i s  i s  th e  on ly  s o r t  o f  change th a t  can occur i n  our con­

c e p tu a l schemas (o r  t h a t  th e  on ly  s o r t  o f  d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas i s  one in v o lv in g  u t t e r l y  d i f f e r e n t  m eanings f o r  th e  same 

sym bols) i s  a t  b e s t  m is lea d in g .

24L ew is, Mind and th e  World O rder, p p . 268-269.
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Suppose we found a  t r i b e  t h a t  claim ed t h a t  i t  i s  a  n e c e ssa ry  

t r u t h  t h a t  2 + 2 = 5 .  And suppose t h a t  upon f u r th e r  in v e s t ig a t io n  we 

were to  d isc o v e r  t h a t  when th e y  count th e  sequence o f  th e  in te g e r s  i s  

g iv en  as  1 , 2 , 3 , 5 , 4 , 6 , .  .  .  C le a r ly  th e  meaning o f  th e  symbols 

" f iv e "  and "5" in  t h e i r  language d i f f e r s  p ro fo u n d ly  and fundam en tally  

from  th e  meaning o f  th e se  symbols in  our language game o f  a r i th m e t ic .  

We do n o t c c m tra d ic t t h i s  t r i b e  when we say  t h a t  2 + 2 - 4 ,  and any 

d is p u te  we m ight have over t h e i r  c o n te n tio n  t h a t  2 + 2 -  5 i s  m erely  

a  v e rb a l o n e . I t  i s  a  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  t h a t  th e  e n t i t i e s  we r e f e r  t o  

by " f iv e "  and th e y  r e f e r  t o  by " f iv e "  a re  numbers, a re  g r e a te r  th an  

z e ro , and so  cm. But none o f  th e  u n iq u e ly  id e n t i fy in g  n e c e ssa ry  p ro ­

p e r t i e s  o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  deno ted  lay th e  lo c u tio n s  " fo u r"  and " f iv e "  in  

o u r  language game o f  a r i th m e tic  a re  p r o p e r t ie s  o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  denoted  

by " fo u r"  and " f iv e "  in  th e  s o c ie ty  where "2 + 2 -  5** i s  a  lo g ic a l ly  

n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h ;  i n  f a c t  th e  converse i s  t r u e ,  and, a f t e r  c a r e fu l  con­

s id e r a t io n ,  th e  members o f  b o th  s o c ie t i e s  would ag ree  t h a t  th e  r e f e r ­

e n t  o f  t t e  lo c u tio n s  i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  th e  two language games. The 

sem a n tica l d isagreem ent h e re  i s  b o th  a  thorough  in te n t io n a l  and 

e x te n s io n a l  one. T h is  i s  why we and t h i s  o th e r  t r i b e  do n o t mean th e  

same th in g  by "2 + 2 « 5" and why our d is p u te ,  i f  any, i s  m erely 

v e rb a l .

U nlike t i »  a l t e r c a t io n  between u s e rs  o f  our o rd in a ry  language 

game o f a r i th m e tic  and th o se  i n  th e  s o c ie ty  where 2 + 2 - 5 »  and un­

l i k e  p a s t  u s e rs  o f  " d ise a se  e n t i t i e s "  and our contem porary m edical 

communities* use o f  " d is e a s e ,"  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  th e o lo g ia n s  l i k e  

Maimonides, A ugustine, and Thomas, and u s e rs  o f  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  

r e l ig io u s  and p e rc e p tu a l  d isc o u rse  mean t t e  same th in g  by th e  te rm s
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th e y  use  in  e x p re ss in g  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  c la im s . They mean th e  same 

th in g  when th e y  use p e rc e p tio n  lo c u tio n s  l i k e  " s e e ,"  "touch,** and 

"sen se  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y , "  and, i n  an im p o rtan t and in  th e  r e le v a n t  

s e n se , th ey  mean th e  same th in g  i n  t h e i r  usage o f  "God" and " a n g e l ,"  

and when th e y  a s s e r t  t h a t  "God and a n g e ls  a re  (o r  a re  n o t)  sense  

p e r c e p t ib le ."

The o n ly  d if f e re n c e  i n  th e  e x te n s io n a l lo g ic  o f  th e  two la n ­

guage games o f  p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s  i s  th e  e x te n s io n  o f th e  term s "sen se  p e rc e p t ib le "  and 

"sen se  im p e rc e p tib le " —where bo th  e x p re ss io n s  a re  used  in  th e  mode o f 

co n cep tu a l-so h em a-n ecess ity . U sers o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  

and p e rc e p tu a l  d isc o u rse  in c lu d e  in  th e  ex te n s io n  o f  th e  term  "sen se  

im p e rc e p tib le "  God and a n g e ls ,  and i n  some ca se s  more b ro ad ly  only  

in c lu d e  p h y s ic a l  phenomena and p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  a s  members o f  th e  s e t  

o f  e n t i t i e s  t o  which "sense  p e r c e p t ib i l i t y "  e x te n d s , w hile u s e rs  o f  

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  d isc o u rse  deny t h i s  ex ten s io n  and in c lu d e  God and 

an g e ls  in  th e  scope o f  th e  e x ten s ira i o f  th e  term  "sen se  p e r c e p t ib le ."  

T h a t, a f t e r  a l l ,  i s  what c o n s t i tu te s  t h e i r  d if f e re n c e  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas o f  ty p e  3^ . Such l im ite d  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  e x te n s io n a l i ty  o f 

two d i f f e r e n t  usages o f  a  te rm , u n lik e  a  m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e  d i f f e r ­

ence o f e x te n s io n a l i ty ,  does n o t c c m s titu te  a  d if fe re n c e  o f  m eaning.

We would n o t ,  f o r  exam ple, doubt our agreem ent w ith  an o th e r  p e r c i ­

p i e n t 's  meaning f o r  " c h a ir "  i f ,  w h ile  a g re e in g  about ev e ry  o th e r  

d e s ig n a tio n  o f  chairhood  by o s te n s io n , we d isa g re e d  on ly  abou t w hether 

o r  n o t  an a d m itte d ly  d i f f i c u l t  case coun ts a s  be ing  a  c h a i r .  (We 

m ight want t o  say  h e re  th a t  th e  fa m ily  resem blance sh ared  by c h a ir s  

s im ply  becomes im p rec ise  and u n c e r ta in  n ea r i t s  l i m i t s . )
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Now, w hile th e r e  i s  a  k in d  o f  d if f e re n c e  o f  meaning in  t h e i r  

usage o f "God" and "a n g e l"  which i s  a  d if f e re n c e  in  th e  in te n t io n ­

a l !  ty  o f  th e se  te rm s , th e r e  i s  a  m eaningful p o in t  o f  d eb a te  between 

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  because i n  a n o th e r , 

im p o rtan t s e n se , th e y  ^  mean th e  same th in g  by th e s e  te rm s . There 

a re  in  t h i s  re g a rd  two k inds o f d if f e r e n c e s  o f  meaning* r a d i c a l  d i f ­

fe re n c e s  which e n t a i l  mere v e rb a l  d is p u te s  and " n o n - s tu l t i f y in g  

meaning d if f e re n c e s "  which make m eaningful d eb a te  p o s s ib le  between th e  

d i f f e r in g  p a r t i e s  concern ing  c e r ta in  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  te rm s in  q u e s tio n .

The a l t e r c a t io n  between th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s  i s  on ly  in  an u n in fo rm ativ e  and m islead in g  sense  v e rb a l .  

F i r s t ,  i t  cannot be p la u s ib ly  conceived  o f  a s  a  mere v e rb a l  d isp u te  

l i k e  th a t  between u s  and th e  s o c ie ty  in  which "2 + 2 -  5 " i s  a  t r u t h  

o f  m athem atics. In  th e  p r e s e n t  c a se , th e  d isp u te  a r i s e s  because o f  

a  d if f e r e n c e  o f co n cep tu a l schemas betwen m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and non- 

m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s *  a  s u b s ta n tiv e  b a s is  f o r  t h e i r  a l t e r c a t io n .

Second, s ig n i f i c a n t ly  v e rb a l d is p u te s  r e s t  on r a d ic a l  i f  n o t conq>lete 

d isag reem en ts  about th e  in te n t io n  and e x te n s io n  o f  th e  te rm s i n  ques­

t i o n .

As an example o f  a  n o n - s tu l t i f y in g  d if f e r e n c e  o f  m eaning, 

c o n s id e r  th e  lo c u tio n  " t r i a n g le "  a s  i t  i s  u sed  in  Lobachevskian, 

E u c lid ea n , and Riemannian geom etry. A term  can be used w ith  more o r 

l e s s  s p e c i f i c i t y .  D efine a  " s u b s ta n tiv e  meaning" ( th e re  may be more 

th a n  one) o f  a  term  v i s - a - v i s  s e v e ra l  d i f f e r e n t  s p e c i f ie d  language 

games a c ro s s  which th e r e  i s  some v a r ia t io n  o f  meaning a s  th e  b a s ic  

meaning g iv en  th a t  term  by th e  u s e rs  o f  th e  d i f f e r in g  language games 

in  q u e s tio n  such t h a t  th e y  b o th  ag ree  about t h a t  meaning and ag ree
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on th e  r e f e r e n t  o f  th e  te rm . F o r any te rm , T, th e  s u b s ta n tiv e  mean­

in g  w i l l  be sym bolized a s  T^. L in g u is t ic  c o n te x ts  r e q u i r in g  on ly  a  

su b s ta n tiv e  meaning o f  a  lo c u tio n  a re  c o n te x ts  r e q u i r in g  o n ly  a  low 

degree o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  o f  t h a t  te rm , "S u b s ta n tiv e  meanings f o r  te rm s"  

i s  a  m u lti-c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n o t io n .

D efine an "ex h au s tiv e  meaning"— th e re  w i l l  alw ays be more th a n  

one, though on ly  one f o r  each  language game— o f  a  te rm , T, i n  a  p a r ­

t i c u l a r  language game, L, a s  th e  com plete m eaning, co rresp o n d en t t o  

Tg f o r  term s hav ing  m u ltip le  e x h au s tiv e  m eanings, in  L , accorded  T 

i n  L . An e x h au s tiv e  meaning o f  a  term , which i s  concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e ,  w i l l  be sym bolized by T .

For any te rm , T th e  r e l a t i v e  t o  s e v e ra l  s p e c i f ie d  language 

games i s  a  su b se t o f  t t e  co rresp o n d en t ^ * s  o f  th o se  language games 

and i s  t t e  co re  o r  e lem en ta l meaning o f which th o se  C ^ 's  a re  an 

e x te n s io n . L in g u is t ic  c o n te x ts  i n  a  language game, L , r e q u ir in g  th e  

ex h a u s tiv e  meaning r e l a t i v e  to  L o f  a  lo c u tio n  a re  c o n te x ts  r e q u i r in g  

a  h igh  degree o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  o f t h a t  te rm . A s u b s ta n tiv e  meaning o f  

" t r ia n g le "  v i s - a - v i s  th e  Lobachevskian, E uc lidean  and Riemannian 

g eo m etrie s  i s  " a  p lan e  f ig u r e  w ith  th re e  s id e s  and th r e e  a n g le s ,"

The ex h au s tiv e  meaning o f  " t r i a n g le "  in  Lobachevskian geom etry 

in c lu d e s  "hav ing  th re e  a n g le s  whose sum i s  l e s s  than  1 8 0 ° ,"  i n  E u c lid ­

ean geom etry "hav ing  th re e  a n g le s  whc»e shm i s  e x a c t ly  180®," and i n  

Riemannian g e ta ie try  "hav ing  th re e  a n g le s  whose sum i s  more th a n  1 8 0 ° ."

Now, even though th e  ex h au s tiv e  meanings o f " t r i a n g le "  in  th e  

language games o f  th e se  th re e  geo m etrie s  a r e ,  c o n jo in t ly ,  m u tu a lly  

e x c lu s iv e , u s e rs  o f  t t e  th re e  g eom etries  must mean th e  same th in g  by 

" t r ia n g le "  in s o f a r  a s ,  e . g . ,  we can  m ean in g fu lly  t a l k  abou t th e  sum-



250

n a tio n  o f  d eg rees  each  a s s ig n s  t o  t r i a n g le s  and th e y  can m eaningfoU y 

ag ree  t h a t  th e y  a s s ig n  a  d i f f e r e n t  summation o f  d eg rees  t o  a  t r i a n g le  

and can m ean in g fu lly  d isa g re e  w ith  th e  u s e fu ln e s s ,  e t c . ,  and hence 

comprehend, th e  o th ers*  p o s it io n s *  h ere  th e y  mean th e  same th in g  in  a  

s u b s ta n tiv e  meaning sense  o f  " t r i a n g le ."  I f  a  Lobachevskian, E u c lid ­

ean , and Riemannian a re  e a t in g  a  m eal to g e th e r ,  and th e re  i s  one 

r a t h e r  t r i a n g u la r  p ie c e  o f  b read  among s e v e ra l  sq u are  p ie c e s  on th e  

t a b l e ,  any o f  th e  th re e  can ask  th e  o th e rs  to  "p a ss  th e  t r i a n g u la r  

p ie c e  o f  b re a d ,"  c o n f id e n t th a t  th e  o th e rs  w i l l  know what he means.

I t  i s  g iv en  t h a t  agreem ent abou t " tr ia n g lO g "  th a t  each  can d isa g re e  

w ith  th e  o th e rs  abou t th e  u s e fu ln e s s , e t c . ,  o f  t h e i r  u se  o f  

" t r i a n g le e ,"  o r a rg u e , e . g . ,  abou t w hether t r i a n g le s  in  p h y s ic a l  

space a re  i n  f a c t  E u c lid ean  o r  Riemannian o r L obachevskian.

The l a r g e r  is s u e  a t  s ta k e  h e re  i s  what i s  t t e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  

i d e n t i t y  o f  co n cep ts  a c ro ss  d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schem as; when does 

concep t c ^ , in  c o n cep tu a l schema coun t a s  th e  same concept a s  

concep t jCg in  co n cep tu a l schema C^? For any p a r t i c u l a r  lo c u t io n ,  T, 

i t  cannot be c o g e n tly  argued  t h a t  some s p e c if ie d  o r  ^  a re  th e  

same w ith in  two d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schemas—f o r  t o  do so  i s  t o  argue 

from  w ith in  a  co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t ,  e i t h e r  th e  co n cep tu a l schema 

s u b se t g iv en  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  which T^ o r  T^ a re  d i f f e r e n t ,  

o r  t t e  co n cep tu a l schema su b se t i n  which th e y  a re  t t e  same. The only  

c r i t e r i o n  which can be used  f o r  sameness o f  meaning n o t s e t t l e d  by 

c o g n iz e rs , who a lre a d y  ag ree  t h a t  th e y  p o sse s s  th e  same r e le v a n t  con­

c e p tu a l schema s u b s e t ,  a s  an " in te r n a l"  q u e s tio n , i s  w hether o r  n o t 

t t e  p o s se s so rs  o f  d i f f e r e n t  (o r  a p p a re n tly  d i f f e r e n t )  co n cep tu a l 

schemas a g re e , a f t e r  c a r e f u l ,  c lea rh ead ed  considearaticai, t h a t  T« o r  ^
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25i n  th e  o t h e r 's  c o n cep tu a l schema i s  th e  same. What i n  e f f e c t  hap­

pens in  t h a t  ca se  i s  t h a t  th e  p o s se s so rs  o f  th e  two schemas i n  ques­

t i o n  a re  w i l l in g  to  a cc e p t argum ents t o  th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  o r  i s  

th e  same* b u t t h a t  shows t h a t  ^  o r  ^  i s  th e  same because to  t h a t  

e x te n t  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas a re  i d e n t i c a l ,  t h a t  i s  have th e  id en ­

t i c a l  r e le v a n t  co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t .

M ystic l i te re u L is ts  and. n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  bo th  ag ree  t h a t  

th e y , b a s ic a l ly ,  mean th e  same th in g  by "God" and "a n g e l"—b u t any 

argum ent to  th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  th e y  mean th e  same th in g  begs th e  q u e s tio n  

s in c e  i t  assumes a  sameness o f  co n cep tu a l schemas i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  

T h e ir  in te n t io n a l  u se  o f  th e s e  term s i s  v e ry  n e a r ly  id e n t ic a l*  th e y  

b o th  r e f e r  to  th e  same b e in g  when, e . g . ,  th e y  use "God" o r  "R u le r o f  

th e  U niverse"  (w hich Aquinas th o u g h t "God" m e a n s ) , a n d  th e y  bo th  

p re d ic a te  th e  same e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  e x c ep tin g  sen se  im p e rc e p ti-  

b i l i t y ,  t o  th e  d iv in e  b e in g s  denoted  by "God" and " a n g e ls ."  T h is  

agreem ent ab o u t th e  meaning o f  "God" and "an g e l"  i s  an agreem ent about 

a  form o f "Godg." On th e  o th e r  hand th e y  p o sse s s  d i f f e r e n t  concep ts  

deno ted  by th e  lo c u tio n  "Godg," and hence d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schema 

s u b s e ts  in v o lv in g  t h i s  concep t— one in te r s e c t io n  o f th e s e  d i f f e r e n t  

co n cep tu a l schema su b se ts  be ing  "Godg.” However th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t s *  and n o n - m y s t ic - l i t e r a l i s t s *  agreem ent abou t "Godg** i s  p ro -  

fo im dly  c lo s e r  t o  each  p e r c ip ie n t  group *s concep tion  o f  "Gode" th an

% o r  s im p le , u n an a ly sab le  concep ts  l i k e  " r e d ,"  concep t id en ­
t i t y  a c ro s s  co n cep tu a l schemas w i l l  be d ec id ed  on th e  b a s is  o f  ag ree ­
ment o f  o s te n s io n .

^^Though, a s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  "even ing  s t a r "  and "m orning s t a r "  
r e f e r  t o  th e  same e n t i t y ,  Venus, y e t  mean d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  shows, 
meaning and r e fe re n c e  a re  n o t  th e  same, s t i l l  i f  a  lo c u tio n  h as  a
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th e  c lo se n e ss  o f  th e  L o b a ch ev sk lan s ', E n c lld e a n s ',  and R lenannians* 

agreem ent about " t r la n g le g "  i s  to  t h e i r  own co n cep tio n s  o f  " tr ia n g le e » *  

Now, th e  p o in t  o f  c o n f l i c t  between th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and 

th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  i s  p r e c i s e ly  th e  q u e s tio n , g iv en  th e  same 

ex h au s tiv e  meaning f o r  p e rc e p tio n  lo c u t io n s  and g iven  th e  same sub­

s ta n t iv e  meaning f o r  "God" and "an g e l"  and th u s  in  t h i s  sen se  t a l ki ng 

abou t th e  same d iv in e  b e in g s , w hether o r  n o t i t  i s  p ra g m a tic a lly  

ex p ed ien t t o  conceive o f  God and a n g e ls  a s  p o s se s s in g , b e s id e s  t h e i r  

o th e r  (ag reed  upon) e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e s ,  th e  f a r t h e r  c o n c ep tu a l-  

s c h e m a -re la tiv e  e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e  o f sense im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty .  I t  i s  

when e i t h e r  group p o se s  th e  q u e s tio n  r e s p e c t in g  "Gode" r e l a t i v e  to  

i t s  language gam e(s), " I s  th e  b e in g  deno ted  by 'Godg* a ls o  c o r r e c t ly  

denoted  by *Gode*?" t h a t  th e  answ er i s  t r i v i a l l y  " y e s ,"

T h is p a r a l l e l s ,  I  ta k e  i t ,  th e  p o in t  o f  c o n f l i c t  between th e  

p r e -  and p o s t-C o p em ic an s i g iven  t h a t  th e y  sh a re  a  su b s ta n tiv e  meaning 

f o r  "h eav en s ,"  and g iv en  t h a t  th e y  sh are  an ex h au s tiv e  meaning f o r  

" m u ta b i l i ty ,"  " o b s e rv a t io n ,"  e t c . ,  i s  i t  p ra g m a tic a lly  more ex p ed ien t 

i n  th e  l i ^ t  o f  t h e i r  c o l le c t iv e  ex p e r ie n c e s  to  re g a rd  th e  heavens a s  

m utable o r  im m utable? F o r th e  p re -C o p em ican  w estern  a s tro n o m ers, i t  

i s  a  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  t h a t  th e  heavens a re  im m utable, (No e n t i t y  

cou ld  be o n ly  c o n tin g e n tly  im m utab le .) But t h i s  i s  n o t to  sa y  th a t  

were a  p o st-G o p em ican  t o  convince a  p re -C o p em ican  t h a t  th e  heavens 

a re  m utab le , th e  l a t t e r  would th e re b y  become convinced t h a t  th e  

heavens do n o t  e x i s t .  He can s t i l l ,  e . g . ,  p o in t  upward and sa y , "Now

com plete d if f e re n c e  o f  re fe re n c e  between two language games, t h a t  
e n t a i l s  a  d if f e re n c e  o f  meaning f o r  t h a t  lo c u tio n  between th o se  la n ­
guage games.
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I  see  t h a t  t h a t  th in g  where th e  s t a r s  a re  i s  n o t im m ntab le ," He 

p re se rv e s  h i s  "heavenSg" usage— o th erw ise  th e  p o s t-C o p em ican  could  

n o t  have convinced him about an y th in g  abcnit what th e  p re-C opern ican  

c a l l s  th e  "heavens**—b u t changes h i s  "heavenSg" u sa g e . In  c o n t r a s t ,  

were one to  convince a  E u c lid ea n , Riemannian o r Lobachevskian t h a t  a  

t r i a n g le  d id  n o t  have th re e  s id e s ,  one would have convinced him th a t  

t r i a n g le s  do n o t e x is t*  e i t h e r  because he has  become convinced t h a t  

th e  concept o f  t r i a n g le  i s  n o n se n s ic a l o r  because he h as  become con­

v in ced  th a t  i t  i s  lo g i c a l ly  c o n tr a d ic to ry .  I n  th e  f i r s t  in s ta n c e  he 

does n o t r e t a i n  " tr ia n g lS g "  and no lo n g e r  in  any se n se  means th e  same 

th in g  by " t r i a n g l e . "

Were th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  and 

th e  pace- and p o s t-C o p em ican  astronom ers t o  in  ev e ry  sense  mean d i f ­

f e r e n t  th in g s  by th e  key term s in  q u e s tio n , any argum ent between th en  

would be s e n s e le s s ,  a  mere v e rb a l d is p u te —which i t  c le a r ly  i s  n o t ;  

i n  th e  f i r s t  in s ta n c e ,  were e i t h e r  group t o  c la im , u s in g  th e  r u l e s  

and meanings o f  t h e i r  language games, t h a t  th e  b e in g  denoted  by "Godg" 

i s  a l s o  denoted  by "Godg," th ey  would be begging th e  q u e s tio n . And 

hence c o n tra ry  t o  L e w is 's  su g g e s tio n , th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l 

schemas between th e se  two p a i r s  o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  canno t be f a c i l e l y  

d ism issed  a s  e i t h e r  th e  g iv in g  up o f  o ld  concep ts  and c a te g o r ie s  o r 

s im p ly  th e  p o s se s s io n  o f  a l l  r a d i c a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  co n cep ts  and c a te ­

g o r ie s .

How, s in c e  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  i s  s e l f - c o n s i s te n t  

w hile  t h e i r  c la im s do n o t  f a l s e l y  appear t o  d i f f e r  from th o se  o f  th e  

n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  because o f  a  mere v e rb a l d is p u te ,  th e  non- 

m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i  s t  c la im s do n o t m eet th e  c s r i te r ia ,  o f  a  change in
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meaning i n  a l l  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  u n iv e rse s  i n  which th e y  

a r e  n o t s im p ly  t r u e ,  f o r  s ta te m e n ts  to  he lo g i c a l ly  n e c e s sa ry  i n  th e  

s tro n g  s e n se . T h e re fo re  i t  i s  sim ply  f a l s e  f o r  th e  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t  t o  c la im  t h a t  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  c la im s a re  l o g i c a l ly  incon­

s i s t e n t  i n  th e  s tro n g  s e n se .

What i s  th e  modal s t a tu s  o f  th e  c la im s o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t s ?  A s ta te m e n t, S , i s  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  w ith in  

some co n cep tu a l schema, C, i f  and o n ly  i f  t t e r e  i s  some member o f  th e  

s e t  o f  u n iv e rse s  which a re  co n cep tu a l-sch em a-p o ss ib le  r e l a t i v e  t o  C 

i n  which th e  p ro p o s i t io n  which 8̂  e x p re sse s  i s  t r u e .  I t  must be remem­

b e red  t h a t  s in c e  what i s  r e a l  i s  determ ined  by th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c ­

t u r e  o f each  co n cep tu a l schema, a l l  c o n tin g e n t t r u t h s  a re  co n cep tu a l 

schema r e l a t i v e .  There i s  no c o n tin g e n t t r u t h  s im p l ic i t e r ;  a  s t a t e ­

ment i s  o n ly  c o n tin g e n tly  t r u e  g iven  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  

p a r t i c u la r  schema.^ ^  For any p a r t i c u l a r  co n cep tu a l schema, th e  

member o f  th e  s e t  conqnrising a l l  th e  co n cep tu a l-sch em a-p o ss ib le  

u n iv e rse s  r e l a t i v e  t o  which i s ,  r e l a t i v e  to  d e s ig n a te d  a s  th e  

a c tu a l  u n iv e r s e ,  may be a  d i f f e r e n t  conceptual-schem a—r e l a t i v e  pos­

s ib l e  u n iv e r s e ,  th a n  t h a t  d e s ig n a te d  a s  th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e rse  r e l a t i v e
28t o  some o th e r  co n cep tu a l schema, Cg. Thus, w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l

^ % o u g h  th e r e  may be c o n cep tu a l schem as, which I  w i l l  d is c u s s  
below—sa y  th o se  p o sse sse d  by om nisc ien t b e in g s—which a re  " su p er­
vening" c o n cep tu a l schemas under which a l l  o th e r  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  ccn - 
-<toptual schemas a re  subsumable and such t h a t  th e re  i s  a  sen se  in  which 
w hat i s  c o n tin g e n tly  t r u e  w ith in  th e se  co n cep tu a l schemas can be con­
s id e re d  c o n tin g e n tly  t r u e  s im p l i c i t e r .

^®William James s a id  t h a t ,  "we have to  l i v e  to d ay  by what 
t r u t h  we can g e t to d a y , and be re a d y  tomorrow to  c a l l  i t  fa lseh o o d " 
(Jam es, "P ragm atism 's  C onception o f  T ru th ,"  in  E ssays in  Pragm atism  
[New York, r e p r .  1969])» C e r ta in ly  a  queer enough lo o k in g  s ta te m e n t. 
However, I  th in k  t h a t  th e  n o tio n  o f  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e
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s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s ,  i t  

would be a  c o n tin g e n t t r u t h  about th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e rse  t h a t  a  p a r t i ­

c u la r  p e r c ip ie n t  d id  n o t ,  a s  he m ight p r o fe s s ,  l i t e r a l l y  see  and to u ch  

God, b u t  o n ly , e .g . ,  s u f fe re d  th e  h a l lu c in a t io n  o f s e e in g  and to u ch in g  

God s in c e  i t  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  t r u e  ( in  th e  weak sen se ) t h a t  God cannot 

be p e rce iv ed  means o f  sense  p e rc e p t io n s .  A t th e  same tim e i t  may 

be a  c o n tin g e n t t r u t h  abou t th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e rse  (w ith in  h i s  co n cep tu a l 

schema) f o r  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  i n  q u e s tio n  th a t  he d id  see  and 

touch God.

IV

Having determ ined  t h a t  t h e i r  a l t e r c a t io n  i s  n o t m erely  v e rb a l ,  

th e  s o r t  o f  c o n tra d ic t io n  which h o ld s  between th e  c la im s o f  th e  u s e r  

o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  

sense im p e rc e p tib le  and th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  *s d e n ia l  o f  t h i s  i s  now 

a p p a re n t. On th e  a n a ly s is  o f fe re d  above th e re  i s  c l e a r ly  no lo g ic a l  

c o n tra d ic t io n  in  supposing  th a t  b o th  p o s i t io n s  a re  c o r r e c t .  Under­

s ta n d in g  co n cep tu a l schema n e c e s s i ty  a s  th e  modal o p e ra to r  in  th e

c o n tin g e n t t r u th s  and th e  manner in  which a  s ta te m e n t can be a  lo g i ­
c a l  t r u t h  w ith in  one co n cep tu a l schema w hile  i t s  c o n tra d ic to ry  i s  a  
co n tin g en t t r u t h  w ith in  an o th e r  co n cep tu a l schema h e lp s  to  e lu c id a te  
th e  p ra g m a tis t  th e o ry  o f t r u t h .

The e a r ly  p ra g m a tis ts  were fu n d am en ta lly  c o r r e c t  in  a s s e r t in g  
th a t  t r u t h  i s  changeable o r ,  more im p o rta n tly , what i s  t ru e  ev o lv es  in  
view o f  o n e 's  e x p e r ie n c e s . C on tingen t t r u th s  a re  n o t t r u e ,  p e r io d , 
even though th e y  a re  t r u e  f o r  a  p a r t i c u l a r  perscm  a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  time* 
i . e .  a s  lo n g  a s  he r e t a i n s  th e  r e le v a n t  a s p e c ts  o f  h i s  p re s e n t  concep­
tu a l  schema. I f  one a c c e p ts  th e  n o tio n  o f  c o n ce p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  
c o n tin g en t t r u th s ,  th en  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  d if f e r e n c e s  o f  ccm ceptual 
schemas and o f changes in  o n e 's  own co n cep tu a l schema w i l l  account 
f o r  th e  re a so n  why th e  p ra g m a tis ts  were r i g h t  i n  con tend ing  t h a t  con­
t in g e n t  toruths a re  n o t  t r u e  s im p l i c i t e r  and  th a t  a  c o n tin g e n t t r u t h  
today  may become a  fa lse h o o d  tomorrow.
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n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  th e o lo g ic a l ' c la im  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  n eces­

s a r i l y  sense  im p e rc e p tib le , i t  i s  c l e a r ly  on ly  w ith in  th e  n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t  language game o f  p e rc e p tio n  th a t  i t  i s  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd 

t o  c la im  t h a t  one m ight o r  does p e rc e iv e  God o r  an an g e l ( th e  b e in g s  

deno ted  by "Godg" and "a n g e lg ,"  r e s p e c t iv e ly )  by means o f e i t h e r  sense  

q u a l i t i e s  o r  a  p ro p e r s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form o f  th e se  b e in g s . W ithin 

th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  th e  u s e r  o f  non- 

m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  w estern  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  and p e rc e p tu a l  d isc o u rse , 

th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t * s  c la im  to  have, o r  f o r  th e re  to  have been , 

sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God o r  a n g e ls  i s  c o n tra d ic to ry —b u t in v o lv in g  a  

c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  c o n t ia d ic t io n .

C onsider th e  Numbers 12 a s s e r t io n  th a t  Moses se e s  th e  form 

o f  God, o r  th e  p r o p h e t 's  c la im  in  I s a ia h  6 to  have a c tu a l ly  seen  God 

and th e  a n g e ls  su rro u n d in g  Him, o r  E z e k ie l 's  re p o r te d  claim  in  E z e k ie l 

4  to  havE! seen God i n  a  human form , o r S t .  T e re s a 's  c la im  t o  see  "an 

an g e l c lo s e  by me, on my l e f t  s id e ,  i n  b o d ily  form , . . .  I  saw in  h is  

l e f t  hand a  lo n g  sp e a r  o f  g o ld  and a t  th e  i r o n 's  p o in t  th e re  seemed t o  

be a  l i t t l e  f i r e .  He appeared  to  be th r u s t in g  i t  a t  tim es  i n t o  my 

h e a r t , T h i s  sen so ry  t a l k  about th e s e  in c o rp o re a l  c e l e s t i a l  b e in g s  

i s  n o t lo g i c a l ly  in c o n s is te n t  w ith in  th e  language game in  which th e se  

c la im s a re  made; i t  sim ply e x h ib i t s  th e  lo g ic  o f  a  co n cep tu a l schema 

which i s  d i f f e r e n t—i . e .  has a  d i f f e r e n t  ex h au s tiv e  meaning f o r  "God" 

and "an g e l"—ftom  th e  schema o f  th e  u s e r s  o f  th e  language game o f 

o rd in a ry , n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l i i o n s  and p e rc e p tu a l d is c o u rs e .  

W ithin th e  r u le s  o f  th e  language games o f  p e rc e p tu a l and r e l ig io u s

^ ^ S t, T e re sa , L i f e .  Ch. 29*16, 17.
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d isc o u rse  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  i t  i s  a  c o n tra d ic t io n  t o  deny th e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God— a g a in , a  concep tual-schem a- 

r e l a t i v e  c o n tr a d ic t io n .

Thus in te r p r e te d ,  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  and n<m -m ystic- 

l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n s  do n o t c o n jo in t ly  im ply  a  c o n tr a d ic t io n .  Each 

a s s e r t io n  abou t "Godg" and "angelg"  on ly  c o n tr a d ic ts  th e  o th e r  when 

bo th  a re  co n s tru ed  a s  b e in g  t r u e  r e l a t i v e  cmly t o  e i t h e r  th e  m ystic  

l i t e r a l i s t  o r  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  co n cep tu a l schema. T h is  p a r a l l e l s  

th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  p r e -  and p o s t-C o p em ican  w estern  astronom ers do n o t 

c o n tr a d ic t  each o th e r  in  t h e i r  a s s e r t io n s  abou t th e  im m u tab ility  and 

m u ta b i l i ty  o f  th e  heavens* u n le s s  th e y  e rro n e o u s ly  n e g le c t  th e  f a c t  

t h a t  th e y  speak from d i f f e r e n t  language gam es. At no p o in t  may th e  

p o s se s so rs  o f  th e  new o r d i f f e r e n t  co n cep tu a l schema c o r r e c t ly  charge 

th e  p o s se s so rs  o f  th e  o ld  o r  opposing  c o n cep tu a l schema w ith  be in g  

i l l o g i c a l  o r in c o h e re n t o r  u n sy stem a tic  o r u n s c ie n t i f i c  (e x c e p tin g , 

o f  c o u rse , in s ta n c e s  i n  which th e  p o s se s so rs  o f  th e  o ld  o r opposing 

co n cep tu a l schema make lo g ic a l  m is tak es  o r  m is tak es  o f  m ethodology o r 

s c i e n t i f i c  method w h ile  u s in g  th e  l o g i c a l ly  c o n s is te n t  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h a t  co n cep tu a l schem a).

T h e re fo re , when, i n  r e l a t i n g  t h e i r  v is io n a ry  e x p e rie n c e s , 

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  c la im  t o  have l i t e r a l l y  seen , to u ch ed , e t c . ,  God 

o r  C h r is t  o r  an a n g e l,  one o f  th e  " f la g g in g "  o p e ra tio n s  which should  

be perform ed by th e  lo c u tio n s  "m y stic a l e x p e rien ce"  o r  " v is io n "  i s  to  

a l e r t  the  u s e r  o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  t o  th e  

p o s s ib le  u se  o f  a  co n cep tu a l schem a(s) and a  language gam e(s) o f  

r e l ig io n  and o f  p e rc e p tio n  which i s  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  o f  o rd in a ry  

r e l ig io n s  d is c o u rs e .  And, in  f a c t ,  a s  we saw in  C hap ter F our, in
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b o th  th e  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  d isc o u rse  and th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  

r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  th e  e f f e c t  o f  d if f e r e n c e s  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas— 

a t  l e a s t  i n  term s o f  d is p o s i t io n a l  e x p e c ta tio n s —on m y stic  p e rc e p tio n s  

i s  o c c a s io n a lly  im p l i c i t ly  recogn ized .^®  B esides th e  o b se rv a tio n s  in  

C hapter Four to  t h i s  e f f e c t ,  i t  h as  a lre a d y  been rem arked th a t  M artin  

Buber, in  Moses, a t t r i b u t e s  E z e k ie l 's  p e rc e p tio n  of God i n  a  human­

l ik e  form t o  " th e o lo g ic a l  s p e c u la tio n "  and in  t h i s  same v e in , 

Maimonides makes th e  s t r i k i n g  c la im  t h a t  "ev e ry  appearance o f  an a n g e l 

i s  p a r t  o f a  p ro p h e tic  v is io n ,  depending on th e  c a p a c ity  o f  th e  p erso n

t h a t  p e rc e iv e s  i t . " ^ ^  F in a l ly  i t  can be added th a t  A l-G hazzali say s

o f  th e  V ision  o f  God th a t*

T h is  V ision  w i l l  n o t be sh a red  a l ik e  a l l  who know, bu t 
t h e i r  d iscernm ent o f  i t  w i l l  v a ry  e x a c t ly  a s  t h e i r  knowledge.
God i s  one, b u t He w i l l  be seen in  many d i f f e r e n t  ways, j u s t
a s  one o b je c t  i s  r e f l e c t e d  in  d i f f e r e n t  ways by d i f f e r e n t
m irro rs , some showing i t  s t r a i g h t ,  and some d i s t o r t e d . 32

I n  th e se  and s im i la r  p a ssag es  from th e  Jew ish  and Muslim t r a d i t i o n s ,  

th e  p e r c ip ie n t s ' p o sse ss io n  o f  th e  same "Godg" and "angelg"  i s  p re ­

supposed—o th erw ise  i t  would be s e n s e le s s  to  t a l k  abou t a l l  o f  th e

^®See p p . 166- 167 .

^^Maimonides, G uide. P t .  I I ,  Ch. 6 .

^^A l-G hazzali, The Alchemy o f  H appiness, p p . 125-126. 
Trimingham, in  The S u f i O rders in  Is lam  (p . 2 8 8 ). makes i n  t h i s  r e g a rd  
th e  g e n e ra l rem ark th a t  th e  S u f is

b e lie v e d , n o t  m erely  i n  th e  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  su p e rn a tu ra l  
w orld , b u t i n  i t s  e v e r -p re s e n t r e a l i t y .  Should we h e a r  some­
one say  t h a t  he had found h im se lf  i n  th e  a c tu a l  p resen ce  o f  
th e  P ro p h e t, who had c a l le d  him t o  a  m iss io n , we m ight f e e l  
em barrassed  and ta k e  him t o  be s u f f e r in g  ftom  v is u a l  and a u d i­
to r y  h a l lu c in a t io n s .  I t  i s  th e  same when we re a d  th e  l i v e s  
o f  th e  S u f is  . . .  [ b u t ]  we have to  remember t h a t  each  one 
o f  u s  i s  enveloped in  a  w orld o f  unconscious assum ptions which 
g ive  s t r u c tu r e  and meaning t o  o u r e x p e rie n c e , sh ap in g  our 
way o f  e x p re ss in g  t h a t  ex p erien ce  i n  our w o rld s .
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p e rc ip ie n ts *  knowledge o f  God or o f  a n g e ls— w hile  a  d if f e re n c e  in  

th e  e x h au s tiv e  meanings (though o f  cou rse  th e  a u th o rs  do n o t  th in k  

o f  them a s  ex h au s tiv e  m eanings) o f  "God" and "an g e l"  i s  reg a rd ed  a s  

e f f e c t in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  p e rc ip ie n ts *  p e rc e p tio n s  o f th e  b e in g s  

deno ted  by "Godg" and " a n g e lg ,"

Howe re r , one l a s t  a l t e r n a t iv e  ty p e  o f  p o s s ib le  c o n f l i c t  

rem ains between m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and th e  u s e rs  o f  c rd in azy  th e o lo ­

g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e .  I f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  does n o t 

c o n tr a d ic t  t h a t  o f  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  and i f  t h e i r  d is p u te  i s  

n o t m erely  v e rb a l ,  p e rh ap s  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  s ta te m e n ts  a re  prim a 

f a c ie  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  odd n o t because th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  

f a tu o u s ly  assumes th e  use  o f  th e  r u l e s  o f  h i s  language games b u t 

because th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t  s ta te m e n ts  a re  sim ply n o nsense .

Concerning th e  r e l a t i o n  between nonsense and p o s s ib le  e x p e r i­

en ce , C. I .  Lewis rem arks th a t*

The l i m i t s  o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  ex p erien ce  a re  th e  l im i t s  
o f  m eaningful co n cep tio n  .  ,  . what i s  beyond our powers o f 
con cep tio n  has no m eaning; t t e  word which i s  supposed to  
deno te  i t  i s  a  nonsense s y l la b le  . . . Ve can u n d erstan d  
an y th in g  in  one way o r  a n o t h e r .33

Lewis i s  c o r re c t  in  say in g  t h a t  nonsense does n o t  denote  any p o s s ib le

s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  and , hence, w hatever a  ncmsense s ta te m en t i s  a l le g e d

t o  denote  i s  o b v io u sly  beyond th e  l im i t s  o f  e x p é r ie n c e . B u t, t h i s

o b se rv a tio n  needs two q u a l i f ic a t io n s *  ( l )  l o g ic a l  im p o s s ib i l i t i e s  can

be m ean in g fu lly  un d ersto o d  i n  th e  sense  t h a t  we u n d e rs tan d  t h a t  t t e

s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  p u rp o rte d ly  deno ted  by a  lo g i c a l  c c a itra d ic tio n  i s

l o g i c a l l y  im p o ss ib le ,-^  b u t lo g ic a l  im p o s s ib i l i t i e s  a r e  a ls o  beyond

^ ^ w i s .  Mind and th e  World O rder, p p . 217-219•
■

L o g ica l i n q io s s ib i l i t i e s  a re  sometimes a l s o  m ean in g fu lly
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th e  l i m i t s  o f  p o s s ib le  ex p erien ce  s in c e  th e re  i s  no p o s s ib le , in  th e  

weak se n se , s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  d eno ted  by a  lo g ic a l  c o n tr a d ic t io n ,  and 

( 2 ) nonsense and lo g ic a l  c o n tra d ic t io n s  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  co n cep tu a l 

s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  co n cep tu a l schema, C, a re  b o th  beyond th e  l im i t s  o f  

p o s s ib le  ex p erien ce  f o r  a  p e r c ip ie n t  p o s se s s in g  G.

Now f i r s t ,  nonsense o ccu rs  d u r in g  th e  u se  o f  a  language game 

e i t h e r  when one d e v ia te s  from th e  sy n ta x  o f  t h a t  language game o r 

when one u se s  m ean ing less e x p re ss io n s  w ith  th e  appearance o f a  p ro p er 

u se  o f  sy n tax  (o r  when b o th  o c c u r) . An example o f  th e  fo rm er i s ,  

"Maroon id e a s  wear fe d o ra s  f a tu o u s ly ,"  and of th e  l a t t e r ,  supposing  

t h a t  C a r ro l l  had n o t o f fe re d  a  le x ic o n  f o r  h is  Jabberwocky poem, 

"g im bling  i n  th e  w abe." I n  e i t h e r  c a s e ,  nonsense r e s u l t s  when s« ae - 

one who no rm ally  u se s  o r  i s  f a m il ia r  w ith  th e  r u le s  o f a  p a r t i c u la r  

language game, L , m isuses—w hether in a d v e r te n t ly  o r  p u rp o se ly —th e  

r u le s  o f  L , The r e s u l t  i s  nonsense o n ly  f o r  th o se  who u se  L o r only  

in s o f a r  a s  th e  r e s u l t  i s  judged i n  accordance w ith  th e  r u le s  o f  L . 

S ince  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  a r e  u s in g  a  d i f f e r e n t  language game o f  p e r ­

c e p tio n  re g a rd in g  th e  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  o f  God end a n g e ls , n o n -m y stic - 

l i t e r a l i s t s  cannot charge them w ith  sim ply  u t t e r in g  n o n sen se . F o r, 

to  do so  would in v o lv e  th e  m istake  o f  ju d g in g  th e  s ta te m e n ts  o f  th e  

m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  acco rd in g  t o  th e  r u le s  o f  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  

language game.

S econdly , m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s *  c la im s—e .g .  t h a t  th e  b e in g  

deno ted  by "God^" i s  a ls o  deno ted  by , r e l a t i v e  t o  th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l -

u n d ersto o d  i n  th e  sen se  t h a t  we can ccmprehend o r  even produce a  
p ro o f o f  th e  lo g ic a l  in c o n s is te n c y  e n ta i le d  by th e  e n v is io n ed  impos­
s i b i l i t y .
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1 s t  language game ( s ) ,  "God^"— cajm ot be n o n se n s ic a l v i s - a - v i s  th e  

r o le s  o f  th e  language games o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  

r e l ig io u s  and p e rc e p tu a l  d isc o u rse  s in c e  th e y  a re  p e r f e c t ly  under­

s tan d a b le  g iven  th e  r u le s  o f th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  language games* 

th e y  a re  un d ersto o d  to  be l o g ic a l ly  in c o n s is te n t  and p erh ap s  even 

p ro v ab ly  l o g ic a l ly  in c o n s is te n t .

To reem phasize expand a  p o in t  t h a t  was made a t  th e  end o f  

C hapter Two, b e s id e s  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  no d i r e c t  lo g ic a l  c o n tra ­

d ic t io n  between m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  and 

t h a t  t h e i r  a l t e r c a t io n  i s  n e i th e r  m erely  v e rb a l n o r a t t r i b u t a b l e  by 

one s id e  to  a  n o n se n s ic a l p o s i t io n  on th e  o th e r ,  th e  g e n e ra l th e o lo ­

g ic a l  p o s i t io n s  o f  each o f  th e se  two groups o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  i s  f o r  th e  

most p a r t  n o t  impugned by th a t  o f  th e  o t t e r .  We saw in  C hapter Two 

t h a t  on t t e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  p o s i t io n  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  p o s se s s  a  

p ro p e r  sense—p e rc e p t ib le  form , m odelled on b u t mwe t r a n s i e n t  th an  th e  

d u a l i s t  n o tio n  o f  t t e  mind-body r e la t io n s h ip ,  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and 

n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  a s c r ib e  most o f  th e  same a t t r i b u t e s ,  in c lu d in g  

in c o r p o r e s l i ty ,  to  God and an g e ls— ex cep t sense  p e r c e p t i b i l i t y ,

N o n - m y s t ic - l i te r a l i s t  th e o lo g ia n s  such a s  Anselm and Aquinas 

h e ld  th e  d o c tr in e  o f  e s s e n t i a l  p re d ic a t io n  co n cern in g  t t e  d iv in e  

a t t r i b u t e s .  A ccording to  t h i s  d o c tr in e ,  a l l  th e  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s — 

e .g .  om nipotence, om niscience, in c o rp o re a l i ty — a re  e s s e n t i a l  p ro p e r­

t i e s  o f  God, That i s ,  under t h i s  d o c tr in e ,  God would n o t lo g i c a l ly , 

in  th e  weak sen se , be th e  in d iv id u a l  He i s  i f  He d id  n o t p o sse s s  each 

o f  th e  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s ,  T h o u ^  t h i s  i s  c o n c e p tu a l-sch em a-re la tiv e  

I c ^ c a l  n e c e s s i ty ,  m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  

p o sse ss  th e  same lo g ic a l  s tr u c tu r e  in  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema su b se ts
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concern ing  most o f  t t e  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e s  ex c e p t sense p e r c e p t i b i l i t y  

(o r  im p e r c e p t ib i l i t y ) .  F u r th e r ,  t h e i r  co n cep tio n s  o f  God in c lu d in g  

His sense  p e r c e p t i t d l i t y  o r  sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  a re  j o i n t l y  i n t e l ­

l i g i b l e  a s  long  a s  each  i s  in d iv id u a l ly  a s se s se d  by th e  r u l e s  o f  th e  

one a p p ro p ria te  language game. On th e  o th e r  hand, I  th in k  t h a t  r e l a ­

t i v e l y  m inor changes m ight be made in  th e  o rd in a ry  r e l ig i o u s  d i s ­

c o u r s e 's  co n cep tio n  o f  God i f  one wanted t o  re g a rd  t t e  m y stic  l i t e r a l ­

i s t  p o s i t io n  as w ith in  th e  rea lm  o f  o rthodoxy .

F or in s ta n c e ,  I  th in k  t h a t  i t  i s  f a i r  t o  say  t h a t  t t e  th e o lo ­

g ic a l  d o c tr in e  o f  t t e  in co rp o re  a l l  t y  o f  God i s  a  more c e n t r a l  and 

c r u c ia l  t e n e t  o f  th e  J u d e o -G h r is tia n  r e l i g i o u s  t r a d i t i o n  th a n  t t e  

a s s e r t io n  o f  G od's sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i t y , The sense  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  

o f  God i s  even  o f te n  th o u g h t o f  a s  b e in g  d e r iv a b le  from  th e  d o c tr in e  

o f  G od 's in c o r p o r e a l i ty .  T h e re fo re , w h ile  in c o rp o re  a l i  t y  i s  a  

m u tu a lly  sh a red  c o n ce p tu a lrsc te m a f-re la tiv e  n e c e s sa ry  e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i ­

bu te  o f  God, th e  secondary , t r e a t e d  a s  d e r iv a t iv e ,  a t t r i b u t e  o f  sense  

im p e rc e p t ib i l i ty  co u ld  be tak en  a s  o n ly  a  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  

n e ce ssa ry  a t t r i b u t e  o f  God, b u t n o t  a s  an e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e ,  on th e  

co n cep tu a l schema o f  t t e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s . (T h is  would p r e ­

suppose t h a t  e v e ry th in g  c o n c e p tu a lly  e n ta i l e d  by a  concep t i s  n o t an 

e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e  o f  th e  e n t i t i e s  d eno ted  by t h a t  c o n c e p t.)

Even t h o u ^  t h i s  view  d e n ie s  t h a t  sense  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  i s  

an e s s e n t i a l  d iv in e  a t t r i b u t e ,  i t  does p re se rv e  what to  my mind i s  

th e  most s ig n i f i c a n t  a s p e c t  o f  th e  p r e d ic a t io n  i n  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  d i s ­

co u rse  o f th e  sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  o f  God. N o n - m y s t ic - l i t e r a l i s t  

u s e r s  o f  w es te rn  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  want t o  c la im  t h a t  i t  i s  n eces­

s a r i l y  t r u e  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  n o t  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  e i t h e r  by
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means o f  sen se  q u a l i t i e s  o r  a  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  fcxrm, and th e y  

mean by t h i s  t o  make a  s tro n g e r  claim  th an  m erely  t h a t  i t  i s  c a u s a l ly  

n e c e ssa ry  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  a re  sense  im p e rc e p tib le  and t h a t  i f  God 

were to  change th e  c a u sa l law s in  th e  a p p ro p ria te  r e s p e c ts  He and 

a n g e ls  would th e n  be p e r c e p t ib le .  The p o s i t io n  t h a t  God and a n g e ls  

a re  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n e c e s s a r i ly  sense  im p e rc e p tib le  w i l l  

c a p tu re  bo th  th e  modal e lem ent o f  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  p r e d ic a t io n  o f  t h i s  

a t t r i b u t e  to  Him and th e  id e a  t h a t  t h i s  modal f e a tu r e  in v o lv e s  a  

s tro n g e r  a s s e r t io n  th a n  j u s t  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  p ro p e r ty  which He p os­

s e s s e s ,  g iven  th e  o p e ra tiv e  c a u sa l law s, by c a u sa l n e c e s s i ty .  And, 

on th e  o th e r  hand, in s o f a r  a s  God and a n g e ls  a re  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  by 

means o f  a  p ro p e r sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  form on th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  

acco u n t, i t  w i l l  s im ply  be a  f e a tu re  o f th e  r u le s  o f  th e  m y stic  l i t e r ­

a l i s t  language gam e(s) t h a t  th e s e  b e in g s  can p o s se s s  sen se  p e r c e p t ib le  

fo rm s,

Summing up t h i s  fo re g o in g  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  c o n f l i c t  betw een th e  

m ystic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s ,  th e  grounds and c r i ­

t e r i a  f o r  d isag reem en t and d eb a te  between them sh o u ld  now be c a r e f u l ly  

c irc u m sc rib e d .

Q uestions o f  what i s  p o s s ib le  or n e c e s sa ry , t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  o r  

m eaningful a r e ,  to  u se  C arn ap 's  p h ra se , " in te r n a l"  q u e s tio n s  ab o u t

35In  C hapter 7 o f  God and T im elessn ess . N elson P ike  a rg u e s  
t h a t  i f  God i s  t o  be tho u g h t o f  as  a  p e rso n  w ith  whom p e rs o n a l  r e l a ­
t io n s h ip s  can be e s ta b l is h e d  by o th e r  p e rso n s , th e n  He c an n o t, a s  many 
th e o lo g ia n s  have th o u g h t, be a t t r i b u t e d  th e  p ro p e r ty  o f  t im e le s s n e s s .  
The m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s '  e x p e rie n c e s  o f  God, o c c u rr in g  a t  s p e c i f i c  
tim e s  and ex tended  over s p e c i f i c  tem pora l d u ra t io n s ,  te n d  t o  su p p o rt 
P ik e 's  argum ent and in d ic a te  t h a t  i t  i s  b e s t  n o t t o  r e g a rd  t im e le s s ­
n e s s  a s  an e s s e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t e  o f  God b u t a s  a  co n cep tua l-schem a- 
r e l a t i v e  p ro p e r ty  o f  God, c o r r e c t ly  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  Him o n ly  on th e  
c o n cep tu a l schema o f  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  o r  some s u b se t  th e r e o f .



264

co n cep tu a l schemas,-^ They a re  q u e s tio n s  which can o n ly  he i n t e l l i ­

g ib ly  r a i s e d  from  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  

co n cep tu a l schema s in c e  t h e i r  form  p resu p p o ses  th e  c m c e p tu a l s t r u c ­

tu r e  o f  th e  co rresp o n d en t language game. Thus w hereas i t  would be 

u n in te n t io n a l ly  c o n tra d ic to ry  f o r  p o st-G o p em ican  astronom ers to  

suppose, w ith in  th e  language games o f  p re -C o p em ican  w estern  a s tro n o ­

m ers, t h a t  p o s s ib le  change m ight occu r i n  th e  heavens, and i t  i s  

b a ld ly  u n i n t e l l i g ib l e  to  t a l k  ab o u t p e rc e iv in g  a irp la n e s  w ith in  th e  

language game o f  th e  p r im it iv e  a b o r ig in e  n o t p o s se s s in g  th e  concept 

o f  " a i r p la n e ,"  i t  i s  p e r f e c t ly  o rd in a ry  f o r  th e  p o s t-C o p em ican  w est­

e rn  astronom ers to  which Kuhn a l lu d e s  t o  d is c u s s  change i n  th e  

heavens and u n e x c ep tio n a l f o r  modem w estern  men to  t a l k  about t h e i r  

p e rc e p tio n s  o f  a i r p la n e s .  The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  answ ers to  i n t e m a l  

q u e s tio n s  can be o f  two s o r t s .  The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  can be lo g ic a l—in  

accordance w ith  th e  r u l e s  o f  th e  r e le v a n t  language games—a s  i t  i s  

f o r  q u e s tio n s  c tm cem ing  what i s  lo g i c a l ly  (and sometim es c a u s a lly )  

n e c e ssa ry  o r  p o s s ib le  o r  f o r  questicm s concern ing  m a tte rs  o f  m eaning. 

Or, th e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  can be e n q > ir ic a l-a n d  c o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  r u le s  

o f  th e  r e le v a n t  language game—a s  i t  i s  i n  some q u e s tio n s  in v o lv in g  

th e  c a u sa l m o d a li t ie s  and i n  m a tte rs  o f  t r u t h  and f a l s i t y .

On th e  o th e r  hand, c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  p rag m atic  expediency  

used  t o  e v a lu a te  and choose between co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  concep­

t u a l  schemas a re  " e x te r n a l" :  th e y  a re  m e ta -c o n s id e ra tio n s  d ir e c te d  

a t  b u t  from  o u ts id e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l 

schema s u b s e t( s )  in  q u e s t im ,  (N o tice  th a t  th e se  e x te r n a l  c c n s id e ra -

36Carnap, "Em piricism , Sem antics and O nto logy ,"  p .  209.
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t i o n s  m ust fo llo w  th e  s t r i c t u r e s  on co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  some 

co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e t ( s ) ,  though n o t th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f 

th e  co n cep tu a l schema su b se t which th e y  a re  u sed  t o  e v a lu a te .)

M ystic l i t e r a l i s t s  and n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s , j u s t  l i k e ,  f o r  

exam ple, th e  p r e -  and p o s t-C o p em ican  as tro n o m ers, canno t from t h e i r  

own p o in t  o f  view i n t e l l i g i b l y  charge t h a t  t h e i r  opponents make 

a s s e r t io n s  which a re  in c o n s is te n t ,  f a l s e ,  o r  m ean ing less (o r  nonsen­

s i c a l ) — though o f  co u rse  th e y  can make th e se  ch arg es  abou t t h e i r  

op p o n en ts ' a s s e r t io n s  from  w ith in  th e  r u le s  o f  th e  language games 

which t h e i r  opponents p ro fe s s  to  u s e .  Each s id e  can , however, i t u i t -  

f u l l y  adduce th e  wide spectrum  o f  a l le g e d  ex p e rie n ce s  p lu s  such  ccm si- 

d e r a t io n s  a s  s e l f - c o n s is te n c y  and parsim ony t o  argue th a t  t h e i r  own 

c o n cep tu a l schema s u b se ts  and co rresp o n d en t language games a re  th e  

more e p is te m ic a l ly  pow erfu l and s u i ta b le  f o r  a c t in g  i n  th e  w orld , 

in v o lv e  th e  more parsim onious s e t  o f  concep ts  and th e  s iiq o le r  lo g ic a l  

s t r u c tu r e ,  m ost p e rsp ic u o u s ly  so lv e  what a re  tak en  t o  be th e  most 

s ig n i f i c a n t  p rob lem s, and c o h e re n tly  o rd e r  and e x p la in  th e  w id es t 

v a r ie ty  and q u a n t i ty  o f  a l le g e d  ty p e s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e . F r u i t f u l  d eb a te  

o f  t h i s  s o r t  between groups p o sse ss in g  d i f f e r in g  co n cep tu a l schemas 

w i l l  c l e a r ly  be s u c c e s s fu l  in  p ro p o rtio n  to  th e  degree o f  agreem ent 

between th e  two groups a s  t o  what c o n s t i tu te s  th e  g r e a te r  parsim ony, 

what a re  th e  most s ig n i f i c a n t  problem s f o r  th e  r i v a l  co n cep tu a l 

—schemas t o  b e s t  o x p la in  and what a re  th e  phenom enological " f a c ts *  o f  

th e  e x p e rie n c e s  in  q u e s tio n . I f  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  oppos­

in g  co n cep tu a l schemas d i f f e r s  enough, agreem ent on q u e s tio n s  o f  t h i s  

k in d  w i l l  f a i l  and a tta m p ts  a t  r e c o n c i l ia t io n  between th e  opponents 

w i l l  re a c h  an im passe .
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The " r e a l"  I s  a  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  n o t io n .  W hether 

th e re  a re  x 's  and w hether x*s a re  G 's— e .g .  p h y s ic a l  phenomena, h a l ­

lu c in a to ry ,  dream o r im ag inary  e n t i t i e s — i s  de term ined  by th e  con­

c e p tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f each p e r c i p i e n t 's  co n cep tu a l schema. When we 

t a l k  abou t th e  " r e a l  w orld" we r e f e r  t o  what i s  lo g i c a l ly  p o s s ib le  

and c a u s a l ly  p o s s ib le  and a c tu a l .  The two m o d a li t ie s  h e re  a re  b o th  

co n cep tu a l schema r e l a t i v e ,  l im i t in g  th e  " p o s s ib le "  in  accordance w ith  

th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  o n e 's  co n cep tu a l schema. T h is  a lo n e  makes 

what i s  c o n tin g e n tly  t ru e  in  la rg e  m easure r e l a t i v e  to  a  c o n cep tu a l 

schema. And indeed  we have seen t h a t  th e  c o n tin g e n tly  t ru e  i s  t r u e  

r e l a t i v e  to  a  p a r t i c u la r  s e t  o f  co n cep tu a l schemas whose lo g ic a l  

s t r u c tu r e s  do n o t p rec lu d e  th e  t r u t h  o f th e  c o n tin g e n t s t a t e  o f  

a f f a i r s .  In  an im p o rtan t s e n se , th e n , groups w ith  d i f f e r e n t  concep­

t u a l  schemas w i l l ,  w ith  r e s p e c t  t o  c e r ta in  f e a tu r e s  o f  t h e i r  "w o rld s ,"  

o f te n  l iv e  in  d i f f e r e n t  "w o rld s ."  (Though th e  in te r s e c t io n  o f  t h e i r  

w o rld s, l i k e  th e  in te r s e c t io n  o f  th e  c o n ce p tu a l schema s u b se ts  o f  

t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas, may be ex ceed in g ly  l a r g e . )  T h is  i s  why 

a c c e s s ib i l i t y  between d i f f e r e n t  u n iv e rse s  i s  d e f in a b le  in  te rm s o f  

th e  l im i t s  o f  concep tion  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  conceiver*  c o n c e iv e rs  p o sse s ­

s in g  co n cep tu a l schemas which d i f f e r  i n  th e  r e le v a n t  r e s p e c t s  w i l l  n o t  

p o sse ss  powers o f  concep tion  w hich, c o n t r a d ic to r i ly , e n t a i l  th e  acces­

s i b i l i t y ,  re g a rd in g  a  p a r t i c u la r  s ta te m e n t, o f  d i f f e r e n t  u n iv e rs e s ,  

s in c e  th e y  w i l l  n o t be members o f  th e  same u n iv e r s e .

Yet th e  w orld i s ,  f o r  th e  most p a r t ,  o b je c tiv e  and p u b l ic  

and we f e e l  t h a t  we (u su a lly )  ag ree  w ith  m ost o f  th o se  w ith  whom we 

a s s o c ia te  th a t  we l i v e  in  th e  same w o rld . T h is  d e m w s tra te s  th e  

po tency  o f  sh a red  in n a te  d is p o s i t io n s  t o  a c q u ire  s im i la r  co n cep tu a l
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s t r u c tu r e s — s im i la r  co n cep tu a l schema s u b se ts —w ith in  our co n cep tu a l 

schem as, sh a red  language games, s im i la r  e x p e r ie n c e s , and th e  p rag m atic  

d r iv e  f o r  f a c i l e  communication w ith  our fe llo w  p e r c ip ie n t s .  More­

o v e r , n o t o n ly  do o u r co n cep tu a l schemas develop  to g e th e r  and a l t e r  t o  

meet r e c a l c i t r a n t  e x p e r ie n c e s  o f  o th e rs  a s  w e ll a s  o f  o u rse lv e s , bu t 

we g e n e ra l ly  s h a re , a s  p a r t  o f  th e  c m c e p tu a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  ou r con­

c e p tu a l schem as, th e  n o tio n  t h a t  th e re  i s  one w o rld , one r e a l i t y .

T h is  w orld  m ight be th o u g h t to  be b e s t  c h a ra c te r iz e d  a s  th e  "w orld" 

which an o m nisc ien t be ing  would c o n s id e r  t o  be th e  " r e a l  w orld" 

(assum ing t h a t  a l l  o m n isc ien t b e in g s  would be i n  ag reem en t). But 

w hether we ag ree  on which c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  w orld i s  

th e  " r e a l  w orld" depends <m our w il l in g n e s s  t o  change s u b se ts  o f  our 

co n cep tu a l schemas t o  ach iev e  th a t  agreem ent.

N e ith e r  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  n o r  th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s  

a re  w ith o u t q u a l i f i c a t io n  r i g h t  o r  wrong abou t which u n iv e rse  i s  th e  

a c tu a l  u n iv e rse l  n e i th e r  can be s a id  to  be r i g h t  o r  wrong, a p a r t  from 

th e  s p e c i f ic a t io n  o f  w ith in  which language game t h i s  assessm ent i s  

made, abou t w hether o r  n o t  God and a n g e ls  a re  l i t e r a l l y  s e n s ib ly  p e r­

ce iv ed  o r  even sen se  p e r c e p t ib le .  For in s ta n c e ,  i t  i s  no more b iz a r r e  

f o r  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t ,  w ith in  h i s  language games, to  c la im  t o  

s e n s ib ly  p e rc e iv e  God th a n  i t  i s  f o r  u s  t o  c la im  t o  p e rc e iv e  t a b le s  

and c h a i r s .  F or u s ,  th e  concep ts  o f  t a b le s  and c h a i r s  and th e  g e n e ra l 

"myth" o f  p h y s ic a l  o b je c ts  has proved e p is te m o lo g ic a lly  e x p ed ien t in  

o rd e r in g  th e  "booming, b uzz ing  co n fu sio n "  o f  th e  o u tp u t o f  our p h y sio ­

lo g ic a l  s e n se - re c e p tio n  p ro c e s s e s .  P erhaps th e  myth th a t  God and 

a n g e ls  p o s se s s  p ro p e r  s e n s e -p e rc e p tib le  form s i s  th e  e p is te m o lo g ic a lly  

s u p e r io r .  The judgment a s  t o  which group o f  p e r c ip ie n ts  h o ld s  th e
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more p ra g m a tic a lly  ex p ed ien t p o s i t io n ,  p o sse s se s  th e  more p rag m ati­

c a l l y  ex p ed ien t co n cep tu a l schema, would Tae an immensely d i f f i c u l t  

u n d e rtak in g — f a r  beyond th e  a ttem p t in  t h i s  e s sa y  t o  an a ly ze  th e  lo g ic  

o f  p e rc e p tio n  in v o lv ed  in  each  and th e re b y  re n d e r  each  i n t e l l i g i b l e  in  

i t s  own r i g h t  a s  w e ll a s  d em o n stra tin g  t h e i r  m utual i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y .

One o f  th e  most f re q u e n t p u rp o rte d  f e a tu r e s  o f  m y s tic a l experir-

en ces  i s  a  t o t a l  o r  p a r t i a l  i n e f f a b i l i t y .  F o r exam ple, i n  The V ision

o f  God. K, E , K irk  c i t e s  t h i s  ex p e rien ce  o f  a  H e l le n is t ic  Jew around

th e  f i r s t  c e n tu ry  A .D .i

I  saw th e  appearance o f  th e  L o rd 's  face  . . .  l i k e  i r o n  
made to  glow in  f i r e ,  and brough t o u t ,  e m it t in g  sp a rk s— 
and i t  b u m s . Thus I  saw th e  L o rd 's  f a c e ;  b u t th e  L o rd 's  
fa c e  i s  in e f f a b le ,  m arvellous and v ery  aw fu l, and v e ry , 
v ery  t e r r i b l e ;  and who am I  t o  t e l l  o f  th e  l o r d 's  unspeak­
ab le  b e in g , and o f  H is v ery  w onderfu l feice?^?

How cou ld  th e  p e rc e iv e d  f e a tu r e s  in  a  v is io n  be in e f f a b le ?  I f  th e  

re p u te d  p e rc e p tu a l ex p erien ce  i s  genuine, th e n  th e  c o n te n t o f  th e  

ex p erien ce  w i l l ,  on th e  view  argued  f o r  in  t h i s  e s sa y , c o n s is t  i n  a  

s e t  o f  p r e p o s i t io n a l  e p iso d e s . I f  th e  form o f  th e s e  o c c u rre n t aware­

n e s se s  i s  p r e p o s i t io n a l ,  th e n  why would th e y  n o t  be v e rb a l iz a b le ?  

M y stic s ' c la im s o f  th e  i n e f f a b i l i t y  o f  t h e i r  ex p e rien ce s  a re  n o t f o r  

th e  most p a r t  c la im s th a t  th e y  have fo rg o tte n  th e  d e t a i l s  o f  th e  

e x p e r ie n c e . Why would th e  p e rc e iv e d  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  ex p erien ce  n o t 

be v e rb a liz a b le  g iven  th a t  th e y  a re  remembered?

In  M ysticism  and P h ilo so p h y , W alter S tace  e x p la in s  th e  claim ed

^^K irk , The V ision  o f  God, p . l 6 .
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i n e f f a b i l i t y  o f  m y s tic a l  e x p e r ie n c e s  by s u g g e s tin g  t h a t  th e  m y stic

say s  o f  h i s  e x p e r ie n c e s  t h a t  " i t  i s  x** and " i t  i s  n o t-x "  and th a t*

The language w hich he [ th e  m y s tic ]  f in d s  h im se lf  com pelled 
t o  use  i s ,  when a t  i t s  b e s t ,  th e  l i t e r a l  t r u t h  ab o u t h i s  
e^qoerience, b u t i t  i s  c o n tr a d ic to ry .  T h is  i s  th e  r o o t  o f  
h i s  f e e l in g  o f  em barrassm ent w ith  language . • • th e  words 
come from  h is  m outh, b u t he i s  a s to n is h e d  and p e rp le x e d  to  
f in d  h im se lf  t a lk in g  i n  c o n t r a d ic t io n s .  He e x p la in s  t h i s  
t o  h im se lf  by su p p o sin g  t h a t  th e r e  i s  som ething wrong w ith  
th e  lan g u ag e . He say s  t h a t  h i s  e x p e rien c e  i s  i n e f f a b l e ,

Ife i s  i n  f a c t  m is ta k e n . . . . th e  language i s  o n ly  p a ra ­
d o x ic a l  because  th e  e x p e rie n c e  i s  p a ra d o x ic a l .

I  th in k  t h a t  S tace  h a s  h e re  c o r r e c t ly  i s o l a t e d  a t  l e a s t  one way t o  

make i n t e l l i g i b l e  th e  m y s tic s ' c la im  t h a t  p e rc e iv e d  f e a tu r e s  in  t h e i r  

e x p e r ie n c e s  a re  in e f f a b l e ,  b u t t h a t  he m isd e sc r ib e s  b o th  th e  soort o f  

" i n e f f a b i l i t y "  and th e  n a tu re  o f  c o n tr a d ic t io n  in v o lv ed  i n  such 

e x p e r ie n c e s  when he d e s c r ib e s  them a s  p a ra d o x ic a l .

I t  seems t o  me t h a t  a  m y stic  may w e ll r e t r e a t  i n to  say in g  t h a t  

h i s  e x p e r ie n c e s  a re  in e f f a b le  and th e  o b je c ts  o f  h i s  e x p e rie n c e s  

" in co m p reh en sib le"  when h i s  e x p e r ie n c e s  a re  such  t h a t  he f e e l s  com­

p e l le d  t o  d e s c r ib e  them a s  b e in g  b o th  x  and n o t - x .  C o n sid er th e  s t a t e ­

ment o f  th e  H e l l e n i s t i c  Jew c i t e d  above. He say s  t h a t  he s e e s  th e  

L o rd 's  f a c e ,  d e s c r ib e s  what he s e e s ,  and th e n  d e c la r e s ,  "who am I  t o  

t e l l  o f  th e  L o rd 's  unspeakab le  b e in g , and o f  I tts  v e ry  w onderfu l fauie?" 

He seems to  h o ld  th e  view t h a t  G od 's fa c e  i s  in e f f a b le  and , no d o u b t, 

i s  n o t  p e rc e iv a b le —-y e t he p e rc e iv e s  G od 's f a c e ,  o r  so i t  seems i n  h is  

e x p e r ie n c e , I  th in k  th a t  t h i s  and o th e r  in s ta n c e s  when th e  m y stic  i s  

in c l in e d  to  e x p re s s  h i s  e x p e r ie n c e s  i n  c o n tr a d ic to ry  te rm s cou ld  

r e s u l t  from an a tte m p t to  u se  th e  c o n c ep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  two c c n t r a -

38,S ta c e ,  M ysticism  and P h ilo so p h y , p p . 304-30^.
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d lc tœ ry  co n cep tu a l schemas a t  th e  same tim e i A n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  

who had a p p a ren t sense  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  God o r  o f  an an g e l would use 

c o n tr a d ic to ry  language i f  he t r i e d  t o  d e sc r ib e  th e  p rim a f a c ie  appear­

ance o f  h is  ex p erien ce  a t  th e  same tim e a s  he ex p ressed  h i s  b e l i e f s  

about th e  sen se  im p e r c e p t ib i l i ty  o f  th e se  b e in g s . (And, I  suppose 

t h a t  such c o n tr a d ic to ry  language r e s u l t i n g  from th e  u se  o f  th e  concep­

t u a l  s t r u c tu r e s  o f  two c o n tr a d ic to ry  co n cep tu a l schemas a t  th e  same 

tim e would be most l i k e l y  to  o ccu r d u r in g  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  p e r io d  i f  th e  

p e r c ip ie n t  was a l t e r in g  h is  c o n cep tu a l schema from  th e  one t o  th e  

o th e r  s e t  o f  r e le v a n t  co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e ts .)

S tace  says o f  c o n tra d ic to ry  m y s tic a l s ta te m e n ts  t h a t  " i t  i s  

p o s s ib le  t o  use co n cep ts  c o r r e c t ly  [ i . e .  u se  " i s  x" and " i s  n o t-x "  to  

d e sc rib e  th e  same e x p e r ie n c e ]  and y e t  to  d iso b ey  th e  law s o f lo g ic "  

and t h a t  ” . . .  th e  ex p e rien ce  i s  p a ra d o x ic a l .  Thus th e  language co r­

r e c t l y  m irro rs  th e  e x p e r i e n c e . I  th in k  th a t  S tac e  i s  wrong t o  sug­

g e s t  th a t  language can be c o r r e c t ly  m irro r in g  a  m y s tic a l  ex p erien ce  

when th e  ex p erien ce  i s  d e s c r ib e d  a s  "x  and n o t-x "  and t h a t  such  a  

d e s c r ip t io n  can be c o r r e c t  d e s p ite  th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  "d iso b ey s  th e  law s 

o f  lo g i c ."

I  have argued t h a t  ( a t  l e a s t )  th e  law  o f  n o n -cc m tra d ic tio n  i s  

a  l o g ic a l ly  n e c e ssa ry  t r u t h  i n  th e  s tro n g  s e n s e .  An a p p a ren t s t a t e ­

ment t h a t  e x p re sse s  t h a t  som ething i s  bo th  x  and n o t-x  would n o t  t e  a  

w ell-fo rm ed s ta tem e n t and a  c o r re c t  use  o f language on th e  s u p p o s itio n  

th a t  i t  " c o r r e c t ly  m irro rs  th e  e x p e r ie n c e ."  F o r, o f  co u rse  i f  th e  

s ta te m e n t, c a l l  i t  S, " I t  i s  b o th  th e  case t h a t  x  and n o t - x ,"  i s  t r u e .

^hhid.
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th en  th e  law  o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n  i s  f a l s e  and n o t-S  can a ls o  be tru e *  

hence, i t  would be s e l f - s t u l t i f y i n g  t o  a s s e r t  S ,

F u rtherm ore , i t  i s  n o t p a ra d o x ic a l t o  d e sc r ib e  an e:qperience 

a s  "x and n o t-x " j  an (a p p a re n t)  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  t h i s  s o r t  i s  e i t h e r  

sim ply lo g i c a l ly  c o n tra d ic to ry  o r  i t  i s  n o n se n s ic a l (and i s  on ly  a  s e t  

o f  words m ascarading  a s  a  m eaningful d e s c r ip t io n ) . I f  a  m y stic  who 

d e s c r ib e s  h is  e x p e rie n c e s  in  t h i s  manner i s  a tte m p tin g  to  u se  th e  con­

c e p tu a l s tru c tu re s  o f  two co n cep tu a l schemas a t  th e  same tim e to  

d e sc r ib e  h is  e x p e rie n c e , th en  h i s  ex p e rien ce  w i l l  be in e f f a b le  f o r  th e  

language game which he i s  u s in g  and he w i l l  j u s t  end up s t a t i n g  lo g i ­

c a l  c o n tr a d ic t io n s .  F or i t  3^  im p o ssib le  t o  c o r r e c t ly  u se  a  language 

game, L, t o  ex p re ss  e x p e rie n c e s  which would be o rd ered  by two c o n tra ­

d ic to ry  co n cep tu a l schem as, one o f  which co rresponds t o  L . I t  i s  

im p o ss ib le  t o  c o r r e c t ly  use L in  t h i s  way because a  language game can 

o n ly  be m ean in g fu lly  used  a s  long  a s  one ad h eres  to  th e  lo g ic  o f  t h a t  

language game g iven  th e  meaning r u l e s  o f  t h a t  language game, th e  law  

o f  n o n -c o n tra d ic tio n , e t c .  On th e  o th e r  hand, i f  th e  m y stic  i s  n o t  

in  f a c t  a tte m p tin g  t o  use  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e s  o f  two c o n tra d ic ­

to r y  co n cep tu a l schemas a t  once, th e n  i t  i s  j u s t  nonsense f o r  him t o  

d e sc r ib e  h is  e x p e rien c e s  as  "x  and n o t -x ."  For i n  t h i s  c a se , he w i l l  

e i t h e r  be d e v ia t in g  from th e  s y n ta c t ic a l  r u le s  o f th e  language game 

which he in te n d s  to  use o r  he w i l l  be u s in g  m ean ing less e x p re ss io n s  

w ith  th e  appearance o f  a  p ro p e r  use o f  sy n ta x .

Turn now t o  a n o th e r p u z z lin g  f e a tu re  o f  v is io n s .  I n  "V is io n s ,"  

A la sd a ir  M acIntyre says th a t*

I f  from  p rem isse s  r e p o r t in g  a  v is io n  we could  i n f e r  o n to lo ­
g ic a l  c o n c lu s io n s , th e  occurrence o f  r i v a l  v is io n s  would 
v a l id a te  m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e  o n to lo g ie s .  On v is io n s  o f  th e
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B lessed  V irg in  some Roman C a th o lic s  have based b e l i e f s  abou t 
h e r  p re s e n t  s ta tu s  and w orks. From v is io n s  o f  K rishna  Hindus 
c o n s tru c t  a  th eo lo g y  w hich, i f  t r u e ,  in v a l id a te s  Roman Catho­
l ic i s m ,  We may n o te  in  p a s s in g  t h a t  i t  i s  a lm ost alw ays 
Roman C a th o lic s  who have v is io n s  o f th e  V irg in  and alm ost 
alw ays Hindus who have v is io n s  o f  K rishna and e x t r a o r d in a r i ly  
r a r e l y ,  i f  e v e r , v ice  v e r s a . . . .  i f  th e re  i s  t o  be a  v a l id  
p la c e  in  r e l ig io n  f o r  v is io n a ry  ex p e rie n c e , i t  must be under­
s to o d  o th e r  th an  a s  ev idence f o r  b e lie f .^ ®

I n  t h e i r  v is io n s ,  m y stic s  te n d  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  which acco rd  w ith  

t h e i r  e x p e c ta tio n s  and which a re  r e l ig io n  s p e c i f ic  t o  t h e i r  own r e l i ­

g io n . Here M acIntyre su g g e s ts  t h a t ,  g iven th a t  f a c t ,  v is io n a ry  

e x p e rie n c e s  shou ld  n o t be used  a s  an e v id e n t ia l  b a s is  f o r  r e l ig io u s  

b e l i e f ,  s in c e  th e y  would th en  v a l id a te  c o n tra ry  o n to lo g ie s .

Were x -v is io n s  tak en  t o  be v is io n s  o f x * s , r i v a l  o n to lo g ie s  

would be su p p o rte d . However, from th e  fo re g o in g  c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f 

in s ta n c e s  in  which m u tu a lly  in c o n s is te n t  co n cep tu a l schemas produce 

m u tu ally  in co m p atib le  o r  m u tu a lly  in c o n s is te n t  p e rc e p tio n s  f o r  th e  

p e r c ip ie n ts  p o sse s s in g  th o se  co n cep tu a l schem as, we can conclude two 

th in g s  re g a rd in g  M acIn ty re 's  p o s i t io n .  F i r s t ,  even though d i f f e r e n t  

and even in c o n s is te n t  o n to lo g ie s  a re  su p p o rted  by th e  m y s tic s ' b e l i e f s  

t h a t  t h e i r  x -v is io n s  a re  v is io n s  o f  x 's ,  t h i s  does n o t mean t h a t  th o se  

v is io n s  canno t p ro v id e  any ev idence f o r  th o se  d i f f e r e n t  o n to lo g ie s . 

Secondly , n o t on ly  i s  i t  ex p ec tab le  th a t  th e  ev idence o f  th e  v is io n s  

o f  d i f f e r e n t  m y stic s  w i l l  te n d  to  su p p o rt d i f f e r e n t  o n to lo g ie s , bu t 

th e re  i s  a  sense  in  which any two such d i f f e r e n t  o n to lo g ie s  cou ld  

bo th  be c o r r e c t .

C onsider two b e in g s , o r  two s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s ,  X and Y, and

40A la s d a ir  M acIntyre, "V is io n s ,"  i n  New E ssays in  P h ilo so p h i­
c a l  Theology, e d s . Anthony Flew and A la sd a ir  M acIntyre (New York, 
1964), p .  260. B e rtran d  R u s se ll  makes a  s im i la r  s ta te m e n t in  R e lig io n  
and S c ien c e , p .  180,
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two r e l ig io u s  d is c o u rs e s ,  and Rg such th a t  X i s  accorded  an im por­

t a n t  r e l ig io u s  s ta tu s  in  R̂  ̂ and Y an iiq o o rtan t r e l ig io u s  s ta tu s  in  

Rg, and X and Y a re  m u tu a lly  inco m p atib le  o r  m u tu a lly  in c o n s i s te n t .  

Now, a  m ystic  who u se s  R^ may, g iven  h i s  co n cep tu a l schema, ten d  to  

see X in  h is  v is io n s ,  w hile  a  second m y stic , who u s e s  Rg, may, g iv en  

h is  co n cep tu a l schema, ten d  to  see Y in  h i s  v i s io n s .

Suppose b o th  m y stic s  ta k e  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  X "V isions and Y- 

v is io n s  to  b e , r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  v is io n s  o f  X and v is io n s  o f  Y. For th e  

f i r s t  m y stic , w ith in  h i s  language game o f  i t  may be a  co n c ep tu a l-  

s ch em a -re la tiv e  t r u t h  t h a t  he h as  v is io n s  o f  X, W ithin th e  second 

m y s t ic 's  language game o f  R̂g i t  may be a  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  

t r u t h  t h a t  he se e s  v is io n s  o f Y, (Of co u rse , j u s t  because th e y  ta k e  

t h e i r  v is io n s  t o  be v is io n s  o f  x 's  and n o t j u s t  x -v is io n s  does n o t 

mean th a t  th e y  a re  v is io n s  o f  x ' s , )  F or th e  members o f each  r e l ig io u s  

community p o s se s s in g  a  co n cep tu a l schema which co rresp o n d s, re sp e c ­

t i v e l y ,  to  R^ o r th e re  i s  no p o s s ib le  e x p e r ie n c e , i n  th e  narrow  

se n se , o f  th e  e n t i t y  which th e  m y stic  from th e  o th e r  community c la im s 

t o  e x p e r ie n c e . But t h a t  i s  j u s t  to  say  t h a t  f o r  th e  members o f  each  

r e l ig io u s  community, g iven  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema s u b se ts  o f  r e l ig io n  

and p e rc e p tio n , th e  claim ed ex p e rien c e , and th e  o n to lo g ic a l  f a c t s  i t  

i s  b e lie v e d  to  su p p o rt, o f  th e  m ystic  from  th e  othwr community i s  in  

th e  weak sense  n e c e s s a r i ly  fa ls e *  in  i t s e l f  t h i s  does n o t impugn th e  

r e l ig io u s  e x p e rie n c e , b e l i e f s ,  o r  on to logy  o f  e i t h e r  community.

Because o f th e  r a d i c a l  c o n c e p tu a liz a tio n  o f  e x p e r ie n c e , m y stic s  l i k e  

any p e r c ip ie n ts  w i l l  ten d  to  p e rc e iv e  e n t i t i e s  which acco rd  w ith  th e  

e :q> ecta tions, d i s p o s i t io n s  t o  make c e r ta in  in fe re n c e s ,  co n cep ts , e t c ,  

which a re  p a r t  o f  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas
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and t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s , l i k e  a l l  p e rc e p tu a l ex p e rie n c e , a re  some e v i­

dence t h a t  th e y  p e rc e iv e  what th e y  seen  to  p e rc e iv e .  The p e rc e p tio n s  

o f  th e  p r e -  and po st-C o p ex n ican s, when reg a rd ed  a s  v e r id ic a l ,  te n d  to  

su p p o rt m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e  o n to lo g ie s  about th e  m u ta b i l i ty  o r  immuta­

b i l i t y  o f  th e  h eav en s. S t i l l ,  b o th  th e  p r e -  and th e  p o s t-G o p em ican s ' 

p e rc e p tu a l ex p e rie n ce s  a re  some evidence f o r  t h e i r  r e s p e c t iv e  b e l i e f s  

about th e  heav en s .

F u r th e r ,  n e i th e r  o f  th e se  two m y stic s  u s in g , r e s p e c t iv e ly ,  

and Rg, can charge th e  o th e r  w ith  u t t e r in g  n o n sen se , F or nonsense 

occu rs  w ith in  a  language game when th e  sp eak er d e v ia te s  from th e  

sy n tax  o r  sem an tics  o f  t h a t  language game b u t in te n d s  h is  s ta te m e n ts  

t o  be judged by th e  r u le s  o f  t h a t  language game. A lso , th e  ex p res­

s io n s  o f  th e  one m y stic  a re  i d e n t i f i a b l y  lo g ic a l ly  in c o n s is te n t ,  and 

hence n o t n o nsense , from  w ith in  th e  r u le s  o f th e  language game o f  th e  

o th e r  m y s tic .

L a s t ly ,  n e i th e r  i s  th e re  a  lo g ic a l  c o n tr a d ic t io n  between th e
'I

p e rc e p tu a l c la im s o r  th e  o n to lo g ie s  o f  th e  u s e rs  o f  R^ and Rg n o r can 

th e  p e rc e p tu a l  c la im s o r  o n to lo g ie s  o f  e i t h e r  be judged r i g h t  o r  

wrong a p a r t  from th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  o f  t h e i r  own language games 

s in c e  th e s e  a re  " in te r n a l"  q u e s tio n s  which can o n ly  be i n t e l l i g i b l y  

r a i s e d  from  w ith in  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  co n cep tu a l 

schema. However, a s  i n  th e  a l t e r c a t io n  between th e  m ystic  l i t e r a l -  

i s t s  and th e  n o n - m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t s ,  bo th  s id e s  can f r u i t f u l l y  argue 

abou t such m a tte rs  a s  which o f  t h e i r  language games, and which o f  

t h e i r  c o r re ^ o n d in g  co n cep tu a l schema s u b s e ts ,  i s  th e  e p is te m ic a l ly  

more pow erfu l and s u i ta b le  f o r  a c t in g  in  th e  w orld , which i s  th e  more 

parsim onious in  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e ,  which acco u n ts  f o r  more s ig n i -
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f l c a n t  and g r e a te r  v a r ie ty  o f  th e  e^çperiences which each  group p u r­

p o r ts  to  have and which so lv e s  what a re  taken  t o  be th e  m ost s i g a i f i -  

c a n t problem s o f  t h e i r  p e rc e p tu a l  ejqoerlence and o n to lo g ie s .

VI

Focus now on th e  a l t e r c a t io n  between th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  

and th e  u s e rs  o f  o rd in a ry  th e o lo g ic a l  r e l ig io u s  d isc o u rse  a s  w e ll a s  

on th a t  between members o f  d i f f e r e n t  r e l ig io u s  com m unities who 

b e lie v e  in  and whose m y s tic a l e x p e rie n c e s  te n d  to  su p p o rt m u tu a lly  

c o n tra d ic to ry  o n to lo g ie s .  Of co u rse , th e  r e s u l t  o f  a  d isc u s s io n  

abou t th e  p rag m atic  s u p e r ira r ity  o f t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas m ight 

w e ll be t h a t  b o th  th e  m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t s  and th e  n o n - m y s t ic - l i te r a l ­

i s t s ,  and b o th  groups from d i f f e r e n t  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n s  b e l ie v in g  

i n  m u tu a lly  c o n tra d ic to ry  o n to lo g ie s , rem ain convinced t h a t  t h e i r  own 

co n cep tu a l schema i s  p ra g m a tic a lly  s u p e r io r  t o  t h a t  o f  th e  o ther*  

n e i th e r  group be in g  a b le  to  convince th e  o th e r  t h a t  i t  was wrong i f  

th e y  re co g n ize  t h a t  ch arg es  o f  lo g ic a l  c o n tra d ic tic m , nonsense , o r  

t h a t  t h e i r  d isag reem en t was m erely  v e rb a l cou ld  n o t be c o r r e c t ly  used  

by  e i t h e r .

One o th e r  p o s s i b i l i t y  rem ains open. S e v e ra l p o s s ib le  concep­

t u a l  schemas w i l l  be subsumable under a n o th e r , " su p e rv e n ie n t,"  con­

c e p tu a l schema such t h a t  th e  s e t  o f  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p os^  

B ib le  u n iv e rse s  o f th e  su p e rv en ien t c o n cep tu a l schema in c lu d e s  a l l  

th e  members o f  th e  s e t s  o f  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n i­

v e rse s  o f  th e  subsumed co n cep tu a l schem as.

T h is  n o tio n  o f  su p e rv en ien t co n cep tu a l schemas i s  e lu c id a te d  

by a  f e a tu r e  o f  th o se  s e ts  o f  s e l f - c o n s i s t e n t  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rse s
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which com prise a l l  o f  th e  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n i­

v e rse s  r e l a t i v e  to  some p a r t i c u l a r  c o n cep tu a l schema, and such t h a t  a  

s ta te m e n t, S, i s  t r u e  in  a l l  o f  th o se  cO T icep tual-schem a-re la tive  pos­

s ib le  u n iv e r s e s .  The r e l a t io n s h ip  between th e  members o f each  such 

s e t  o f  c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  u n iv e rs e s  was d e f in e d  in  

te rm s o f  a c c e s s i b i l i t y ,  Ug was d e f in e d  a s  a c c e s s ib le  to  i f  i s  

c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s ib le  on th e  co n cep tu a l schema o f  a  p e r ­

c ip ie n t ,  P^, f o r  whom i s  th e  a c tu a l  u n iv e r s e ,  th e  lo g ic a l  s t r u c tu r e  

o f  whose concep tua l schema e n t a i l s  th e  l o g ic a l  n e c e s s i ty  o f  a  s t a t e ­

m ent, S , which e x p re sse s  a  p ro p o s i t io n  which i s  t r u e  in  Ug, ^ ' s  

c o n c e p tu a l-sc h e m a -re la tiv e  p o s s i b i l i t y  r e l a t i v e  t o  P ^ 's  co n cep tu a l 

schema was d e f in e d  a s  th e  c o n c e iv a b i l i ty  f o r  P^ o f  any p a r t  o f  th e  

com plete d e s c r ip t io n  o f  Ug in c lu d in g  th e  co n cep tu a l s t r u c tu r e  o f  th e  

co n cep tu a l schema o f  any p e r c ip ie n t  in  Ug, On t h a t  d e f i n i t i o n ,  ac c e s­

s i b i l i t y  i s  a  t r a n s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n  s in c e  i f  any co n ce iv e r in  Ug i s  a b le  

t o  conceive o f  U^, th en  P̂  ̂ i n  Û  ̂ can conceive o f  U^, However, a c ce s­

s i b i l i t y  w i l l  n o t  be sym m etrical s in c e  w hile  Pĵ  i n  U  ̂ may be a b le  t o  

conceive o f  Ug, a  c o n c e iv e r , Pg, in  Ug may la c k  c e r ta in  co n cep ts  in  

h i s  co n cep tu a l schema such th a t  he canno t conceive o f  c e r t a in  f e a tu r e s  

o f ,  and hence cannot conceive o f ,  U^, I n  t h a t  c a s e , P^^'s co n cep tu a l 

schema w i l l  be su p e rv en ien t over P ^ 's  co n cep tu a l schema* superven ience  

i s  th e r e fo r e  d e f in a b le  in  te rm s o f  a  n o n -sy m m e tric a lity  y e t  t r a n s i ­

t i v i t y  between co n cep tu a l schem as,

A su p e rv en ien t c o n cep tu a l schema m ight c o n ta in  r u l e s  f o r  what 

would be th e  a p p ro p ria te  c ircu m stan ces  i n  which i t  would be pragma­

t i c a l l y  e x p ed ien t t o  use  each  o f  th e  s e t s  o f  language games c o r re s ­

pondent t o  each  o f th e  co n cep tu a l schemas subsumed under i t .  T h is
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would be s im i la r  t o  th e  manner in  which th e  th e o ry  o f r e l a t i v i t y  can 

be th o u g h t o f  a s  su p e rv en ien t over th e  E u c lid ean  n o tio n  o f  space and 

Newtonian p h y s ic s  and a s  showing when, a s  w e ll a s  why, i t  i s  e p is ­

te m ic a l ly  ex p ed ien t f o r  u s  to  conceive o f  space in  E uc lid ean  term s 

and t o  use Newtonian p h y s ic s  in  o rd in a ry  s i t u a t i o n s .  Thus, th e  use 

o f  E u c lid ean  space and Newtonian p h y s ic s  does n o t c o n f l i c t  w ith  an 

E in s te in ia n  co n cep tio n  ex cep t where th e  fo rm er a re  c laim ed t o  be 

a p p lic a b le  a t  h igh  r e l a t i v e  v e l o c i t i e s .

Perhaps th e  u s e rs  o f m y stic  l i t e r a l i s t  o r  th e  u s e r s  o f  non- 

m y s t i c - l i t e r a l i s t  language games, o r  one o r  th e  o th e r  o f  th e  groups 

ftrom d i f f e r e n t  r e l ig io u s  t r a d i t i o n s  who b e lie v e  in  and whose m y sti­

c a l  e x p e rie n c e s  te n d  to  su p p o rt m u tu a lly  c o n tra d ic to ry  o n to lo g ie s , 

cou ld  a l t e r  su b se ts  o f  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schema s u f f i c i e n t ly  t o  make 

i t  su p e rv en ie n t in  t h i s  manner so  a s  t o  accoun t f o r  th e  lo g ic  o f  

bo th  o f  t h e i r  co n cep tu a l schemas a s  w e ll a s  t o  o f f e r  a  p ra g m a tic a lly  

s a t i s f a c to r y  accoun t o f  th e  e x p e rien c e s  o f  th e  two g ro u p s.


